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Roberts  t;.  Earl  of  Roseberry,  1825. 

Dec.  7* 

An  action  of  damages  by  a  tenant  of  a  lime  ^^^^^^ 
quarry  against  his  landlord  for  having  stopped  «dfro» working 
his  working  by  an  interdict. 

Defence. — The  interdict  was  not  obtained 
by  misrepresentation^  and  the  operations  of  the 
pursuer  were  not  conducted  in  terms  of  his  bar- 
gain. 


ISSUES. 


€€ 


It  being  admitted,  that,  by  a  missive  of 
<<  lease  dated  the  SOth  day  of  August  1819> 
VOL.  nr.  A 
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Roberts 

V. 

EarlofRose* 

BERRY. 


ti 
U 
f( 
it 

u 

a 
n 

it 
a 
a 
it 

« 

<( 


John  Laing,  factor  for  the  defender,  acting 
in  name  of  the  defender,  and  by  his  authority, 
let  in  lease  to  the  pursuer,  for  the  period  of 
ten  years  from  and  after  Martinmas  1819,  a 
lime-rock  or  quarry,  the  property  of  the  de- 
fender : 

"  Whether,  on  or  about  the  12th  day  of  Sep- 
tember 1820,  the  defender  did,  in  violation 
of  the  said  missive  of  lease,  apply  for  and  ob- 
tain from  the  Sheriff  of  the  county  of  Lin- 
lithgow an  interdict  prohibiting  the  pursuer 
from  working  the  said  lime-rock  or  quarry  ? — 
and  Whether,  by  the  said  interdict,  the  pur- 
suer was  prevented  from  working  the  said 
rock  or  quarry,  from  about  the  said  12th  day 
of  September  1820,  until  on  or  about  the 
11th  day  of  November  1821,  or  any  part  of 
the  said  period  ?  all  to  the  loss  and  dai»age 
ofthe  said  pursuer/^ 


Moncreiff  in  openiog  the  case,  and  in  re- 
ply for  the  pursuer,  stated  the  facts,  and  that 
the  interdict  was  recalled  j  that  tl^e  defender 
had  no  right  to  stop  the  working}  and  that  this 
action  was  relevant.  The  defender  can,  there*- 
fore,  only  make  statements  in  diminution  of  da- 
mages, as  the  interdict  was  taken  at  his  risk. 


A  tenant  depriv- 
ed for  a  certain 


The  pursuer  and  John  Harvey  had  taken  a 
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coal-pst,  part  of  the  produce  of  winch  was  em-      Robeets 

ployed  in  burning  the  pursuer's  Ume.     When  Basl  of  ro8e« 
Harvey  was  called  as  a  witness  "-iw^-Mm- 

Jejffrejf,  for  the  defender,  objects,  This  is  g  kfca^'n'oS^ 

consequential  damaro.    The  witness  is  inte*  'hoover  direct, 

^  ^  not  consequen- 

rested*  ^^  damage 

Moncre^. — The  damage  is  direct.  The 
pursuer  became  a  party  to  the  ccod  lease  with  a 
view  to  the  demand  which  his  lime<-woric  would 
create.     But  I  withdraw  the  witness. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — The  only 
question  is,  Whether  the  damage  is  consequent 
tial  or  not,  as  the  law  is  clear  ? 

Jeffrey. — This  is  not  an  action  for  oppres- 
sion, but  for  being  illegally  and  injuriously  stop- 
ped in  working  the  quarry.  The  first  question 
is,  Whether  he  was  so  interdicted  as  legsJly  to 
subject  the  defender  in  damages  ?  I  submit  to 
the  Court,  that,  though  the  interdict  was  re-   circumstances  in 

.„  :     .  ,         °  ,         .  ,  which  it  was  held 

fused,  still  It  IS  no  bar  to  my  now  showmg  that  that  the  court  of 
vfaa*  the  pursuer  m  was  illegal.  fTn^^X 

the  terms  of  a 
missive  of  lease, 

Lorb  Chief  Commwsioner.— It  is  proper  l^wm^nt to* 
to  bring  this  under  the  consideration  of  the   K*]^"4d'hi 
Court  at  this  stage  of  the  cause,  and  if  you  have   f^""  ""^^ 
any  separate  argument  you  may  now  state  it. 
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Dec.  7, 


ROBBBTS 

EARt  OF  Rose- 
berry. 


There  is  an  important  consideration  in  this  cause 
from  the  insertion  of  the  word  violation  in  the 
issue ;  but  it  appears  to  my  brother  and  myself 
that  it  would  be  going  too  far  to  rest  our  de^ 
cision  on  that  wor4  separate  from  the  res  cir* 
cumstantes.  This  case  originates  in  an  appli- 
cation by  the  defender  to  stop  his  tenant  from 
working  in  the  way  he  was  working.  The 
question  depends  on  the  construction  of  the 
words  of  the  missive ;  they  are  such  as  to  create 
doubt  in  the  Sheriff  whether  the  tenant  had  not 
transgressed  the  lease ;  but  on  farther  consider* 
ation  be  recalls  the  interdict,  and  the  effect  of 
this  is,  to  put  a  construction  on  the  clause  in 
the  missive  in  favour  of  the  tenant.  That  ques- 
tion came  in  two  or  rather  three  shapes  before 
the  Court  of  Session,  both  by  advocation  and 
damages,  and  the  judgment  by  the  Sheriff,  that 
the  clause  did  not  bar  the  working,  was  there 
confirmed. 

In  these  circumstances  we  must  hold  that  the 
meaning  of  the  clause  has  been  found,  and  that 
it  did  not  warrant  the  interdict.  This  clause 
was  under  consideration  in  all  the  proceedings, 
and  the  interlocutors  are  put  in  evidence.  It  is 
therefore  a  fact  as  much  established  as  if  da- 
mages had  been  found  due,  that  this  interdict 
was  in  **  violation  of  the  said  missive.''     This 
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being  established  by  the  interlocutors,  the  ques- 
tion here  comes  to  be.  Whether  the  pursuer  was 
stopped,  and  what  is  the  amount  of  damages  ? 
Upon  these  it  appears  to  me  that  a  prima  facie 
case  has  been  made  out. 

Any  evidence  of  the  meaning  of  the  clause, 
or  this  being  in  violation  of  it,  appears  to  me 
incompetent,  as  there  is  a  final  decree.  The 
evidence  should  be  confined  to  the  second  point, 
as  the  first  is  decided  by  the  record,  which  is  not 
questioned  as  false. 


Roberts 
w. 
Eaul  ofRosE' 

BERRY. 


Jeffirey.—Ho  entitle  the  pursuer  to  a  verdict 
he  must  prove  that  he  was  totally  stopped.  But 
the  best  part  of  the  quarry  remained  open.  The 
profit  which  their  witnesses  stated  was  absurd 
from  its  extravagance. 

A  witness  was  then  called  and  rejected,  for 
the  purpose  of  bringing  out  the  point  as  to  the 
competency  of  proving  that  the  workings  were 
in  violation  of  the  missive. 


Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — This  case  re- 
sults entirely  in  a  question  of  damage,  which  is 
peculiarly  for  the  Jury. 

In  estimating  the  damage  you  have  nothing 
to  do  with  the  question  as  to  Whether  this  was  in 
violation  of  the  missive?,  as  that  is  a  point  of  law 
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Dec.  86, 


Hamilton 

Hamilton. 


which  the  Court  has  decided.  The  questions  for 
you  are»  Whether  the  defender  made  the  appli* 
cation  ?  Whether  it  stopped  the  pursuer's  work* 
ings  ?  and  What  length  oi  time  he  was  stop- 
ped ?  It  is  said  the  result  of  the  interdict  was 
not  final  till  decree  was  extracted.  We  are  of 
a  different  o^ion,  and  that  he  might  haye  re- 
turned to  the  quarry  as  soon  as  the  interlocu* 
tor  was  pronounced.  It  is  said  the  interdict 
only  applied  to  a  part  of  the  quarry.  Even  if 
this  had  been  proved,  it  could  only  hare  gone 
in  dimunition  of  damages  ;  but  the  evidence  on 
this  failed. 


Verdict  - 
«  L.  850.*' 


€€ 


For  the    pursuer,    damages 


Moncreiffmnii  Moret  for  the  Pursuer. 
Jeffrey  and  J.  A,  Murray ,  for  the  Defender. 
(Agents,  A,  Smiih,  w.  s.,  and  J,  j[  W*  Ferrier,  w,  s.) 
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Dec.  26. 


Hamilton  v.  Hamilton. 


♦^!f  «ri*^*l*f  An  action  by  a  minor,  an  heir  of  entail,  and  his 

tenant  was  not  ^  '  .  ' 

dueasumckim-  curator  to  recovcr  the  rent  of  a  farm  for  half  a 

ea  as  rent  for  a 
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year ;  and  also  for  dattiages  on  aoootint  of  mis-     Hamilton 
management  of  the  land.  Hamilton. 

half  year,  but 

DfiVENCE— ^The  rent  was  paid,  and  any  da-  Z^  ^^^*  '''^*" 

■^        '  '  tnages  tor  mu- 

mage  arifidng  from  deviation  from  the  lease  was  ^^"^^^^^^  ^^ 
compensated  by  the  state  in  which  the  pmvu* 
er  got  the  farm. 

ISSUES. 

The  issues  contained  admissions  that  the  pur- 
suer was  an  heir  of  entail — that  the  former  heir 
let  the  farm  to  the  defender — ^that  the  defen- 
der renounced  the  lease  before  its  termination! 
and  quitted  possession  of  the  arable  land  at 
Martinmas  1822,  and  the  houses  and  pasture 
at  Whitsunday  1823. 

The  questions  then  were.  Whether  he  failed 
to  pay  to  the  pursuer  the  rent  from  Martinmas 
1822  to  Whitsunday  1823?  And  Whether, 
in  violation  of  the  agreement  in  tlie  missive  of 
lease,  he  did,  during  his  possession^  overcrop  or 
mismanage  the  farm  ? 

Pypevj  in  opening  the  casci  and  Jeffrey  in 
replyi  stated  the  facts,  and  that,  as  the  pursuer 
possessed  from  Martinmas  to  Whitsunday,  the 
pursuers  were  entitled  to  some  payment,  though 
they  did  not  contend  for  the  full  rent.    On 
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Dec.  86, 


Hamilton 

V, 

Hamilton. 


the  second  issue  they  ckimed  L«  SOO  as  the 
sum  proved. 

Cockburn,  for  the  defender,  said.  This  was 
a  question  of  agricultural  science ; — ^that  no  rent 
was  proved  to  be  due.  On  the  contrary,  too 
much  had  been  paid.  That  the  land  was  not 
mislaboured,  but  was  in  better  condition  than 
at  the  beginning  of  the  lease.  The  renuncia- 
tion was  at  first  absolute,  and  the  reservation 
of  a  claim  of  damages  was  an  after  thought. 


Incompeteiit  to 
prove  by  parol 
the  meaning  of 
a  clause  in  a  tack, 
but  competent  to 
prove  the  fact  of 
the  tenant's  en- 
try to  possession. 


The  first  witness  called  was  asked,  At  what 
time  did  the  defender  enter  to  the  farm  ? 

J^^f  for  the  pursuer,  objects.  This  is  in- 
competent, as  the  writing  proves  the  term  of 
entry. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — No  question 
can  be  ^ut  to  explain  this  written  agreement ; 
but  there  is  no  objection  to  proving  the  fact  of 
his  entry.  As  there  is  no  term  of  issue  men- 
tioned, the  lease  must  be  held  as  for  nineteen 
years  from  Martinmas  1818. 

(To  the  Jury.) — .In  this  case,  though  the 
pursuer  conducts  it  with  liberality,  you  must  be 
guided  by  law.  The  missive  is  admitted  and 
clear ;  but  it  is  said  the  acceptance  of  the  re- 
nunciation has  no  date,  and  that  the  reserva- 
tion in  it  was  an  after  thought.     There  is  no 
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evidence  of  this,  and  we  must  hold  it  of  the      Hamilton 
same  date  with  the  renunciation.  Hamilton. 

The  defender  remained  in  possession  till      "^ 
Whitsunday,  but  could  derive  very  little  profit, 
except  the  convenience  of  living  in  the  houses, 
and  there  is  no  evidence  that  he  was  asked  to 
quit  them. 

The  second  is  the  material  issue,  and  on  this 
two  intelligent  witnesses  speak  to  about  sixty* 
five  acres,  which  were  mismanaged,  and  that  it 
would  require  about  L.  5  an  acre  to  put  them 
in  order.  This  has  been  answered  by  the  de* 
fender,  but  there  has  been  no  contrary  evi- 
dence. You  ought  to  give  a  moderate  sum, 
especially  if  you  think  the  farm  was  generally 
improved. 

Verdict — "  For  the  defender  on  the  first 
«  issue,  and  for  the  pursuer  on  the  second  issue, 
«  —damages  L.  100.'* 

Jeffrey  and  Pyper,  for  the  Pursuer. 
Cockburn  and  D.  Dickson,  for  the  Defender. 
(Agents,  James  Tod,  w.  s.,  and  Mack  ^  Wotfterspoon.} 
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CASES  TRIED  IK 


Dec.  27, 


Dalziel  and 
Others 

V. 

The  Exbcu- 

TOES  OF  THE 
LATE  DqKE  op 
QUEENSBERAY. 


1825. 

Dec.  27) 

and  1826, 
Feb.  and  March. 


Damages  asses- 
sed to  tenants 
whose  leases 
were  reduced. 


PEESEKT, 
THE  LORD  CHIEF  COMMISSIONER  AKD  OTHER  LORDS  COMMIft- 

SIONERS. 


Dalziel  and  Others  v.  the  Executors  of 

THE  LATE  DuKE  OF  QUEENSBfiRRT. 

These  were  actions  brought  by  tenants  on  the 
Queensberry  estate  against  the  executors  of  the 
late  Duke  of  Queensberry,  to  have  the  damage 
ascertained  which  they  had  suffered  in  consC'^ 
quence  of  their  leases  having  been  set  aside. 

In  one  case,  the  tenant  deprived  of  his  lease 
had  taken  a  new  lease  of  the  same  farm  under 
different  conditions ; — ^in  another,  one  of  several 
tenants  had  taken  the  new  lease  ;-~»in  another, 
the  tenant  had  taken  a  different  farm ; — in  ano- 
ther, he  had  not  taken  any  ; — ^bnt  in  all  of  the 
cases  the  principle  was  so  much  the  same  that 
it  has  not  been  thought  necessary  to  report 
them  separately. 

ISSUE. 

"  It  being  admitted  that  CrawfurdTait,  writer 
**  to  the  Signet,  as  commissioner  for  the  late  Wil- 
**  liam  Duke  of  Queensberry,  by  a  lease  dated 
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«*        day  of  produced   i^alzibl  ak© 

OtHX&8 

**  in  process,  let  to  the  pursuers,  and  their  heirs,  v. 

«  assignees,  and  subtenants,  the  farms  of  t(^»  of  tm 

«  mentioned  in   j-ateDukeof 

^<  the  lease,  lying  in  the  parish  of  vi^^,,.*.*' 

^<  and  coiMty  of  Dumfries,  for  the  period  of 
*^  nineteen  years,  from  as 

'^  to  the  houses  and  grass-lands,  and  from  the 
**  separation  of  the  crop  from  the 

**  ground,  as  to  the  arable  lands : 

<*  It  being  also  admitted,  that,  by  a  decree  of 
^^  Lord  Cringletle,  dated 
**  now  final,  the  said  lease  was  reduced  and  set 
^<  aside:* 

<*  What  loss  and  dami^e  have  the  puimers 
^*  suffered  by  and  in  consequence  of  the  said 
'^  lease  having  been  reduced  and  set  aside  as 
'*  aforesaid  ?*• 

To  the  issue  in  each  case  was  annexed  a 
schedule  of  the  damages  claimed. 

For  the  tenants,  it  was  maintained  that  they 
were  entitled  to  the  whole  produce  of  the  farm 
under  deductidta  of  the  rent  and  expence  of  Beu  v.  Ldgh. 

.  1,1  *°°  5  Matheson 

cultivation  ^  or  to  what  they  could  have  got  as   v.  nicoIsod  ; 

^  ,  1  •  1      •  Paterson  v, 

rent  from  a  subtenant,  to  which,  m  most  cases,   BUir;  2.  Mur. 
was  to  be  added  the  profit  of  the  subtenant*   and  177!     ' 
They  also  claimed  sokuium  for  disturbed  pos* 


The  Execu- 
tors OF  THE 


12  CASES  TRIED  IK  Dec.  27, 

Dalztel  akd   session  during  the  dependence  of  the  action  of 

Others 

jeduction,  and  the  loss  suffered  by  the .  sale 
of  their  stock  at  the  time  they  were  removed 
LATE  Duke  op   fj-^j^  t^cir  farms.     They  also  maintained,  that 

QuEENSBERRY 

as  they  could  not  claim  consequential  damage, 
so  the  executors  could  not  plead  their  having 
got  more  beneficial  leases  in  diminution  of  da- 
mage. 

The  executors  maintained,  that  where  the 
tenant  got  the  same  farm  under  different  con- 
ditions, the  measure  of  the  loss  was  the  value 
of  those  conditions  :  That  when  he  got  a  dif- 
ferent farm,  there  was  to  be  added  a  small  sum 
for  the  inconvenience  of  removal :  That  when 
the  tenant  was  deprived  of  a  farm,  still  he  car- 
ried his  skill,  industry,  capital,  and  stock  with 
him,  and  so  was  not  entitled  to  tenant's  profit,  as 
he  would  draw  this  from  a  new  farm  elsewhere : 
That  where  part  of  the  farm  was^subset,  the  sub- 
rent  was  the  measure  of  the  loss  as  to  that  part. 
They  denied  that  any  loss  had  been  caused  by 
what  was  termed  disturbed  possession,  or  by  the 
sale  of  the  stock,  as  it  must  have  been  sold  at 
the  end  of  the  lease.  But  they  admitted  their 
liability  to  repair  the  actual  loss  suffered. 

In  most  of  the  cases  witnesses  were  called  on 
both  sides,  who  valued  the  farms  in  two  ways, 
— 1  st^  By  stating  the  produce  and  deducting  the 


1S2^. 


THE  JURY  COURT.  13 


expence ; — 2rf,  By  stating  the  rent  at  which  they   ^^h^^^^  ^w^> 


Othees 


TOAS  OF  THE 

LATE  Duke  of 

QUEENSBEEEY* 


might  have  been  subset,  and  what  they  con-  v: 

sidered  a  fair  profit  for  the  subtenant  The 
witnesses  difiered  materially  as  to  th6  value  of 
the  farms,  and  particularly  as  to  the  value  of  the 
additional  conditions  in  the  new  leases.  The 
witnesses  for  the  pursuers  estimated  these  con- 
ditions as  a  loss  of  from  twenty  to  thirty  per 
cent.,  while  those  for  the  defenders  estimated 
them  at  about  five  or  six  per  cent. 

In  opening;  the  second  case,  and  again  in    ^  ^^^  j?  ^« 

*  o  »  ""^  case  may  be  re- 

Opening  the  fourth,  allusion  was  made  to  what   ^ened  to  in  ex- 

*  °     ^  pUnauon,  but 

was  done  in  the  first.  not  as  evidenoe, 

^^  ,  in  another, 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — It  is  not  cor-  where  the  parties 
rect  to  allude  to  another  verdict,  or  proceedings 
before  another  jury.  However,  when  what  has 
been  done  by  former  juries  bears  a  strict  relation 
'to,  and  simplifies  a  case,  there  is  no  objection  to 
it  being  stated,  but  you  cannot  mention  what  is 
to  have  an  influence  on  the  evidence  to  be  ad- 
duced. 

In  point  of  fact,  we  did  not  decide  that 
where  there  is  a  sublease  the  rent  in  it  was 
not  to  be  taken  as  the  value  ;  but  that  where 
a  new  lease  had  been  granted  at  a  higher  rent, 
that  in  addition  to  the  difierence  of  rent  must 
be  added  a  sum  as  tenant's  profit. 
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Dec.  587, 


Dalziel  anb 
Others 

V. 

The  Execu- 
tors OP  THE 
LATE  Duke  op 
QueensberrT' 

Qu.  Whether  a 
party  may  object 
to  a  statement 
on  the  ground 
of  surprise  when 
it  is  not  in  the 
condescendence 
or  answers  ? 


In  one  of  the  cases  it  was  objected  tbat  a 
statement  of  fact  made  by  tbe  counsel  for  the 
defenders  was  not  in  the  answers  to  the  con- 
descendence. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — A  fact  being 
in  the  condescendence  or  answers  makes  it  im- 
possible to  object  on  tbe  ground  of  surprise ; 
but  it  is  a  very  different  proposition  to  state, 
that  a  fact  not  being  there  renders  it  surprise. 
It  cannot  be  required  to  a^rer  every  iact  that  it 
is  necessary  to  prove  to  make  out  the  case. 


Competent  to 
prove  the  prac- 
tice of  an  estate 
by  parol,  but 
not  the  condi- 
tions of  a  lease. 


A  witness  who  held  farms  under  new  leases 
stated  that  he  considered  30  per  cent,  a  fair 
value  of  the  additional  restrictions ;  and  was  ask- 
ed on  cross  examinatioui  Whether  he  held  more 
than  one  farm  ?  and  Whetheri  by  his  leases,  he 
was  bound  to  residence  ?  To  this  an  objection 
was  taken. 


Lord  Chief  Commissioner.— It  is  clear 
that  neither  in  chief  nor  on  cross*examinatio& 
can  you  prove  the  contents  of  a  lease*  You 
may  prove  the  practice  of  the  estate,  but  you 
cannot  get  the  conditions  of  particular  leases. 

I  agree  that  you  may  get  at  the  grounds 
of  the  opinion  of  the  witness,  but  you  cannot 
give  evidence  of  the  contents  of  a  writings  and! 
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any  part  of  the  contents  got  in  thiit  way  ought 
not  to  go  to  the  jury. 

In  this  ca$e  the  witness  is  not  called  to  prove 
the  conditions  in  the  lease,  but  to  give  his  opinion 
on  the  change  produced  to  the  tenant  by  the 
different  conditions  of  the  leases  under  the 
Duke  of  Queensberry  and  the  Duke  of  Bug* 
eleugh,  and  the  crosa^xamination  is  to  try  the 
truth  of  that  opinion.  There  is  nothing  to 
paro?e  the  conditions  of  ^ther  leasci  but  the 
question  supposes  them  different.  The  hypo- 
thesis ids  that  there  is  a  condition  binding  to  re- 
sidence,  and  that  must  be  taken  into  view  in  con« 
stdering  his  testimony. 


Dalziel  AK]> 
Others 

Vi 

The  Execu* 

TOaS  OF  THE 

LATE  Duke  of 

Qu££MSfi£B&Y* 


Jn  summing  up  the  cases  tothejuries,  his  Lord* 
ship  said  that  they  ought  to  endeavour  to  find  out 
the  loss  suffered  by  the  tenants^  as  the  sum  to  be 
given  was  what  they  lost,  and  not  what  the  land* 
lord  gained :  that  the  loss  having  arisen  with- 
out fault  in  the  persons  who  are  to  repair  it^  no 
more  should  be  given  than  will  repair  the  loss^ 
The  sum  ought  to  be  commensurate  to  the  in« 
jury  mffered,  but  not  more  than  was  suffered^ 
That  it  was  difficult  to  ascertain  the  precise  loss> 
and  that  they  must  apply  their  sound  sense  to 
the  evidence,  which,  being  evidence  of  opiniouj, 
wa&  more  of  the  nature  of  scientific  evidence 
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CASES  TRIED  IK 


Dec  27, 


Dalziel  and 
Others 

V. 

The  Execu- 
tors OE  THE 
LATE  Duke  of 

QUEENSBERRT. 


than    evidence    of   fact :     That    where    the 
grounds  of  their  opinions  were  stated  by  the 
witnesses,  the  jury  would  consider  these,  and 
give    such    sum    as    appeared    fair  :     Thajt 
the  farms  had  been  valued  in  three  ways,— -l^f. 
By  stating  the  estimated  produce,  and  the 
price  at  which  it  would   have  sold   during 
the  past  years,  and  at  which  it  would  probably 
sell  during  the   future  years,  and  then  de- 
ducting  from  this  the  expence  of  cultivation. 
Qd,  By  stating  the  rent  which  a  subtenant 
would  have  given.    3d,  By  proving  the  rent 
paid  under  the  new  leases,  and  putting  a  value 
on  the  additional  conditions.    That  in  the  cases 
where  the  two  first  were  proved  the  second  was 
what  appeared  to  him  the  best  and  simplest  way 
of  ascertaining  the  value,  but  that  the  jury  might 
take  either :  That  where  the  tenant  remained 
in  the  farm,  the  difference  of  rent  under  the  old 
and  new  leases,  with  an  allowance  for  the  diffe- 
rence of  the  conditions,  was  probably  the  best 
rule :  That  it  was  impossible  to  hold  the  con- 
ditions of  the  value  stated  by  the  pursuer's  wit- 
nesses :    That  where  the  tenant  was  iremoved 
from  the  farm,  whether  the  jury  took  the  new 
rent  or  the  estimated  subrent,  they  must  give 
what  they  thought  a  reasonable  sum  as  tenant's 
profit:  That  this  profit  should  not  be  given 
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for  the  whole  years  of  the  lease,  but  for  such 
time  as  they  thought  necessary  to  enable  the 
tenant  to  get  another  farm  :  That  if  they  took 
the  estimated  produce,  this  profit  was  included 
in  it :  That  where  the  farm  had  been  subset 
before  the  reduction,  the  subrent  was  the  sum 
ta  be  given^ 

That  where  the  stock  was  soldn  they  must 
giTe  what  they  thought  proved  as  the  diffe- 
rmce  between  tbe  sunt  for  which  it  sold,  and 
thiffc  for  which  it  WOuU  probaUy  liaTe  sold  at 
the  end  of  the  lease^ 

That  there  most  hanre  been  some  disturbance 
of  the  possessioo  during  the  de|>endence  of  the 
reduction^  tbe  daim^  iipen  which  ground  was 
of  the  lEatare  of  solatium. 
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Dalztei.  4*D 

Othsh» 

V* 

The  ExBctJ** 

TOES  OF  THE 

LATE  Duke  or 
Q0EEN8BEBRT4 


Verdict — ^For  the  pursuers  in  eack  ease  with 
damages. 

Mfmcreiff't  Maiiiand,  HtndersMs  Whigham,  for  the  PatsuefE. 

Jeffrey  f  J^A.  Murfa^,  Cockburn,  and  Cay,  for  the  Defenders. 

(Agents,  J^.  4r  «/•  Brodk,  w.  8.  Akx.  Ci<)idi€\  w.  s.  H*  WeUh^  w.  t. 
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18  CASES  TRIED  IN  (Feb;  2,) 

Dalziel  and 
Others 

The  Execu- 

TOKS  or  THE  PRESENT, 

LATE  Duke  OF 


QUEENSBERRY. 


THE  FrVE  LORDS  COMMISSION ERS. 


i*i 


1826.  J 

Feb.  2.  2^  QQe  of  the  cases  first  tried  a  rule  to  show 

A  tenant  depriv-  cause  why  there  should  not  be  a  new  trial  was 

is  entitkd  to"a  granted ;  and  when  the  rule  came  to  be  discuss- 

pSt^anrttie  ^d,  the  Lord  Chief  Commissioner  observed, 

^ilfeT  that  it  had  been  applied  for  on  the  grounds, 

of^'sS^bT^^r  that  it  was  not  competent  to  give  tenants  pro- 

in  the  sum  given  fijg .  jjj^at  ^xio  of  scvend  tcuauts  haviufi:  re- 

by  the  Jury.  '  ^  o 

mained  in  the  farm,  the  damages  as  to  him  had 
been  improperly  assessed  along  with  the  others ; 
and  that,  as  no  sale  of  the  stock  had  been  prov- 
ed, damages  on  that  account  ought  not  to  have 
been  given.     - 

That  as  to  the  two  last,  they  were  matters 
in  which  the  verdict  might  be  corrected  by 
the  Court  without  the  expense  of  another  trial : 
That  the  counsel  should  therefore  confine  their 
observations  to  the  illegality  of  tenant's  profit, 
as  being  consequential  loss. 

Moncreiffy  for  the  pursuers,  said.  That  it 
was  impossible  to  go  into  the  peculiar  circum- 
stances of  the  individuals  interested  in  the  lease 
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in  this  case,  as  there  was  no  division  of  capital,    Dalziel  akd 

*■      ,  Others 

but  the  father  and  sons  had  one  stock.     It  is  v. 

said  the  sum  given  includes  tenants*  profit ;  but    tom  op^the 
evidence  was  given  in  two  formsi  and  even  if  J^^^eDuke  oi- 

^  '  QCJEENSBEKRY. 

the  jury  took  the  subrent,  the  sum  given  is 
not  equal  to  the  average  we  proved  without  in* 
eluding  tenants*  profit.  But  it  is  said  the  di- 
rection by  the  Court  was  contrary  to  law. 
There  was  no  direction  in  law,  but  observation 
on  the  evidence,  and  what  was  said  was  correct. 
The  question  is,  whether  we  lost  tenants*  profit  ? 
and  we  proved  it.  There  might  have  been  a 
question  of  law,  but  they  have  not  put  them- 
selves in  a  situation  to  maintain  it,  as  they  have 
not  proved  that  the  tenants  were  making  profit 
on  their  stock  and  labour  elsewhere.  We  are 
claiming  direct  damage,  and  they  wish  to  cut  it 
down  by  consequential  benefits. 

Jeffrei/. — The  main  question  is  on  the  misdi-  i826. 


rection  or  misconception  of  principle  in  the  di- 
rection given.     There  is  some  difficulty  from 
the  use  of  the  terms  tenants*  profit,  as  subrent 
I  is  tenants'  profit ;  but  what  we  complain  of  is, 

[  thdt  wbile^  the  tenant  was  not  deprived  of  his 

skill,  capital,  and  industry,  he  has  been  fdund 
entitled  to  the  profit  of  these. 


I 


Lord  Gillies. — Was  there  any  dictum  by 
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Dalzxel  and 

Others 

The  Kxecu- 

T0B8  OF  THE 

late  Duke  of 
Qdeensberry« 


CASES  TAXED  IN 


(Feb.  3,) 


which  such  a  doctrine  was  laid  down,  as  that  the 
sum  should  be  given  for  the  whole  period  of 
the  lease  ? 

» 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner ««<— I  adopted 
the  term  tenants'  profit,  as  that  expression  had 
been  used  at  the  Bar  i  but  my  direction  was  to. 
consider  what  was  the  loss  in  the  particular 
case. 


Karnes,  Pr. 
Eq.  70.  416, 
426. 


Rae  V.  Milne, 
June  20,  1750. 
KiUc  491. 
Mor.  13989. 
Puncheon,  v. 
creditors  of 
Haig,  Mar. 
17, 1790. 
Mor.  13990. 
Peterson  v. 
Blair,  Mar.  2. 
Bep.  177. 
Scott  V.  Shep- 
herd, 2.  W. 
Black,  892. 


Jefretf.'-^Th^  direction,  we  conceive,  was, 
that  there  was  a  surplus  rent  to  be  multiplied 
by  the  number  of  years,  aud  that  there  was  an 
additional  profit  which  the  jury  were  to  esti- 
mate, and  also  multiply  by  the  number  of  years« 
Istt  Where  there  is  no  ct^pa  and  no  damage 
sustained,  then  there  can  be  no  reparation.  3  J, 
What  is  given  here  is  clearly  conaequetitial  da* 
mage,  i.  e,  the  damage  is  a  consequence  of  the 
loss,  and  not  of  the  act  done ;  it  follows  casual* 
ly,  and  from  the  peculiar  situation  of  the  party^ 
and  is  not  the  natural  loss  which  would  have 
hiq>pened  to  any  one. 

Lord  Chief  CoMMissxoNUt.— -As  this  is  a 
motion  founded  on  my  direction,  I  wish  the 
other  Judges  to  deliver  their  opinions  first  on 
the  general  point ;  but  on  the  special  circum- 
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Stances,  (which  his  Lordship  meiitionedt)  I  wish   Dai-zibl  and 

Others 

to  observe  that  they  must  have  been  in  the  v. 

fiew  of  the  parties  before  the  verdict  was  re-  tors  of  thb 
corded  j  and  that,  when  they  are  attended  tOf  quebnsbriiby 
the  mm  alleged  to  be  improperly  given  ia  so  ''''"'''"*"''• 
small,  that  it  would  not  be  advisable  for  the 
Court  to  grant  a  new  trial  on  account  of  them. 
If,  however,  they  are  insisted  on  the  Court 
must  decide  on  them,  but  with  such  parties  I 
should  think  it  advisable  to  wave  them* 

Lord  Gillies. — This  is  a  case  in  which 
there  is  a  clause  of  absolute  warrandice  in  the 
lease^  and  therefore  the  English  case  referred 
to  does  not  apply,  there  being  here  no  tnxuL 
This  is  a  case  in  which  dami^es  have  been 
found  due,  and  the  Jury  had  merely  to  fix  the 
amount ;  and  to  enable  them  to  do  so,  evidence 
was  laid  before  them  of  the  value  of  the  farm, 
and  of  the  surplus  rent  which  might  be  got  for 
it.  Had  the  Court  uAd  the  jury,  that,  if  they 
gave  the  value  of  the  farm,  they  must  not  take 
the  profit  into  consideration,  that  might  have 
Been  a  direction  in  law.  But  it  was  on  the 
other  view  of  the  .case  that  the  observation  was 
made,  and  I  doubt  if  it  was  a  direction  in  law# 
If,  however,  it  was  a  direction  in  law,  the  jury 
were  bound  to  take  it,  and  I  am  satisfied  the 


22 


CASES  TRIED  IN 


(  Feb.  S,) 


Dalziel  and 
Others 

V, 

The  Kxecu- 

TORS  OF  THE 

LATE  Duke  of 

QUSENSBERRY. 


direction  was  right.  Indeed,  if  it  is  held  to  be 
wrong,  the  clause  of  warrandice  has  no  mean- 
ing,  and  to  prove  the  direction  wrong,  it  would 
be  necessary  to  prove  that  a  tenant  who  holds  a 
farm  at  a  full  rent  suffers  no  loss  by  being  de- 
prived of  it*  It  is  said  his  capital,  &c.  remains^ 
but  then  the  means  of  employing  it  are  taken . 
away.  The  period  for  which  the  profit  is  to  be 
given  is  no  doubt  most  material ;  but  if  he  is 
deprived  of  his  farm  for  one  year,  I  should 
think  him  entitled  to  the  whole  profit ;  if  for 
two,  it  may  be  doubtful;  if  for  three,  more 
doubtful ;  and  if  for  fifty,  there  is  no  doubt  he 
would  not  be  entitled  to  the  whole.  But  the 
direction  by  the  Court  was  merely  that  the  ju* 
ry  were  to  consider  this ;  and  there  is  no  doubt 
that  it  was  entirely  and  exclusively  for  their 
consideration,  and  they  might  either  give  a 
slump  sum,  or  a  smaller  sum,  for  so  many  years, 
according  to  the  probability  of  the  tenant  get- 
ting a  farm,  which  depends  on  a  great  variety 
of  circumstances. 

But  it  is  said  this  damage  is  consequential, 
and  the  Court  ought  to  have  directed  th^n  not 
to  give  any.  The  argument,  it  appears  to  me, 
ihould  have  been,  that  the  Court  should  have 
directed  it  to  be  given  for  a. limited  period ;  for 
had  they  directed  them  to  throw  it  out  of  view,. 
the  direction  would  certainly  have  been  wrong. 
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As  to  the  transfer  of  stock  I  have  no  doubt 
there  was  sufficient  circumstantial  evidence ; 
and  though  it  is  said  the  shares  of  the  diffisrent 
members  of  the  family  may  have  been  different, 
the  presumption  of  the  law  is,  that  they  were 
equal. 

Lord  Cringletie. — I  most  heartily  concur. 


Dalziel  and 
Othsrs 

The  £xscu« 
tors  of  thb 
LATE  Duke  of 

QUEENfiBERRY. 


Lord  Mackenzie.-— I  am  of  the  same  opi- 
nion. If  the  direction  had  been  that  the  jury 
were  to  take  the  whole  of  the  pro6t,  and  mul«- 
tiply  it  by  the  whole  years  of  the  lease,  I 
think  the  direction  would  have  been. wrong. 
But  the  direction  was  only  that  the  jury  were 
to  take  the  tenants'  profit  into  consideration, 
and  though  this  [  may  be  law  I  think  it  was 
right.  It  would  not  be  consistent  with  rea* 
son  that  he  should  not  get  something  for  the 
loss  he  suffered. 


Lord  Pitmillt.*— I  concur  in  the  opinions 
delivered.  I  am  at  a  loss  to  see  that  a  direc- 
tion in  law  was  given,  as  it  seems  to  me  to  be 
observation  on  the  evidence.  The  case  of  Pun« 
cheon  has  been  referred  to,  which  seems  to  me 
analogous.  In  that  case  the  Lord  Ordinary 
gave  the  whole  sum  claimed,  but  the  Court  re- 
mitted to  him  to  ascertain  the  loss.      Is  not 
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that  what  was  done  here  ?  Your  Lordship  did 
not  direct  the  jury  to  throw  tenants'  profit 
out  of  Tiew,  or  to  ^ve  it  for  the  whole  years 
of  the  lease,  either  of  which  might  have  been 
objected  to.  I  agree  that  the  period  for  which 
it  should  be  given  may  vary  in  different  cases* 
On  the  whole,  I  think  it  was  not  a  direction 
in  law,  but  that  if  it  was  it  was  right. 


Lord  Chief  Commissioher.-^I  am  happy 
to  find  that  I  did  not  give  any  direction  as  to 
the  number  of  years,  and  in  this  case  the  direc- 
tion is  better  ascertained  than  in  many  others, 
because  when  the  thing  was  questioned  I  wrote 
it  down  and  read  it  to  the  jury. 

Whether  tenants'  profit  is  to  be  given  is 
not  a  direction  in  law,  but  advice  on  the  evi- 
dence, and  the  anxiety  I  feel  is,  that  too  remote 
damages  should  not  be  given,  but  that  all  that 
are  not  too  remote  should  be  given.  It  is  said 
that  in  this  case  the  damage  was  too  remote ; 
but  I  contend  that  when  a  tenant  is  turned  out 
of  possession  the  loss  of  profit  on  his  capitid 
and  skill  till  he  gets  another  farm  is  clear  and 
immediate,  and  that  the  proper  direction  to  be 
given  is  to  point  out  the  principle,  and  to  state 
that,  on  considering  the  whole  evidence,  the 
jury  must  give  the  tenant  what  he  has  lost,  and 
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no  more.  Human  ingenuity  cannot  strike  the 
exact  ram,  but  the  best  way  of  getting  at  it  i$ 
by  balancing  the  opinions  of  intelligent  witnes- 
ses publicly  examined  before  a  jury.  If  any 
principles  of  law  are  laid  down  in  cases  of  this 
sort,  they  ought  to  be  questioned  at  the  time, 
and  a  bill  of  exceptions  tendered.  After  a  few 
of  this  great  class  of  cases  have  been  tried,  priu* 
ciples  will  be  established  which  will  enable  the 
parties  to  classify  the  remainder,  and  to  settle 
them  privately.  In  the  present  case,  what  I 
stated  was  advice  to  the  jury,  not  direction  in 
law. 

The  rule  was  discharged,  subject  to  the  cor- 
rection of  an  error  in  the  verdict. 


RODGEHS 

V. 

Hakvet* 


XEX8EVT, 
THE  LORD  CHIEF  COMMI8810KXB. 


RoDOBRs  V*  Harvey, 


182& 
Jan.  IS. 


An  action  of  declarator  to  have  it  found  that  Found  that 

,  public  footpath 

a  public  road  or  footpath  existed  along  the  existed  for  forty 

i.ii*!         •Vr>«ii/»  t         •  r  years  and  up- 

north  bank  of  the  river  Clyde  from  the  city  of  wards. 
Glasgow*  to  the  village  of  Carmyle. 


it 
ti 


26  CA8£S  TRIED  IN  Jan.  13^ 

RoDGEBs  Defencb. — There  is  no  title  or  interest  to 

Hakvet.  pursue^  as  a  popular  action  is  inciNupetent.  The 
averments  of  pos9ession  in  the  summons  are  ir- 
relevanty  as  they  only  amount  to  trespasses* 

ISSUE. 

*^  Whether,  for  forty  years  and  upwards, 

**  prior  to  the  months  of  March,  April,  or  May 

<*  1822,  there  existed  a  public  foot-path  or 

*^  foot*road  along  the  right  bank  of  the  river 

Clyde,  from  the  city  of  Glasgow,  from  the 

place  called  the  Green  to  the  village  of  Car- 

myle,  situated  on  the  said  bank  of  the  said 

-  "  river  ?'^ 

Fenny  opened  the  case  for  the  pursuers, 
and  stated,  that  he  would  prove  immemorial 
possession  of  the  path,  and  that  other  proprietors, 
when  inclosing  their  ground,  ordered  the  path 
to  be  left  open. 

Moncreiff^  for  the  defender,  said.  That,  by  the 
titles  of  the  defender,  his  property  was  bound- 
ed by  the  river,  not  by  any  public  road,  and 
there  was  no  mention  of  any  servitude*  The 
defender  built  walls  cross  this  alleged  road, 
which  stood  unchallenged  for  a  year,  till  they 
were  demolished  by  a  mob.  Had  this  been  a 
public  road  the  Justices  of  Peace  would  have 
stopped  the  building. 
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At  first  the  pursuers  claimed  a  servitude  of 
strolling  over  a  part  of  the  property,  but  this 
being  decided  against  them,  they  now  claim  a 
public  defined  road  from  Glasgow  to  Carmyle, 
that  is,  a  road  from  one  public  place  to  another* 
There  is  no  question  here,  as  in  Smith's  case,  as 
to  a  private  road.  As  they  have  no  title,  they 
must  prove  peaceable  and  uninterrupted  posses- 
sion for  forty  years ;  but  we  shall  prove  nume* 
rous  and  various  interruptions.  The  distance 
by  this  alleged  road  is  seven  miles,  and  by  the  di- 
rect road  only  four  and  a-half,  so  that  this  could 
not.be  used  for  the  purpose  of  communication. 
The  evidence  for  the  pursuer  is  questicmable, 
as  the  witnesses  are  inhabitants  of  the  places 
said  to  be  interested  in  the  road. 


R0DGER8 

V. 
HABVtiT. 


Stair  B.  If.  t  7, 
§  10.    Smith  V. 
Knowles,  3. 
Mur.  Rep.  419. 


A  surveyor  was  called  to  produce  a  plan. 
Jeffrey  objects.  It  was  not  produced  eight 
days  ago. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — The  act  of 
sederunt  makes  it  admissible ;  but  the  tighter 
the  rule  is  drawn  the  better. 


Je/frq^.— The  case  is  now  limited  to  the 
point  in  issue,  whatever  may  be  in  the  summons. 
It  is  said  a  public  road  must  connect  public 
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RoDGERs  places^  and  this  does  so.  It  connects  the  extreme 
Haavet.  points,  and  a  number  of  intermediate  points ; 
"^^  and  though  it  may  not  be  the  shortest  road  be* 
tween  the  extreme  points^  it  is  between  the  in- 
termediate ones.  The  question  turns  on  the 
interruptions!  but  proof  of  occasional  interrup- 
tions is  not  sufficient  to  take  away  a  road  which 
has  existed  for  time  immemoriaL  A  mere 
threat  is  no  interruption* — it  must  beeftectual, 
or  by  some  legal  process.  There  wasnosuchinter« 
ruption  from  I76O  to  1822,  and  though  a  hun- 
dred had  been  stopped,  thwsands  passed.  In 
the  case  of  Knowles  the  possession  was  very  li- 
mited* It  is  said  the  witnesses  were  interested, 
but  every  person  is  interested  in  a  public  road. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — This,  like 
every  other  case,  is  to  be  tried  without  excita- 
tion* It  is  a  dry  question  of  whether  the  pursu- 
er has  made  out  the  issue,  and  the  Court  of 
Session  will  then  decide  the  rights  of  the  parties* 

The  words  of  the  issue  are  important,  as  the 
question  is,  Whether  there  was  a  public  foot- 
path? and  not  whether  it  was  tlie  path  now  exist- 
ing, or  whether  this  was  the  only  path,  but  whe- 
ther there  was  a  path  by  means  of  which  you 
might  go  from  Glasgow  to  Carmyle,— a  mode  by 
which  the  king's  subjects  may  travel  from  the  one 
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to  the  other  ?    The  law  of  public  road  is,  that      Rodgcrs 

/mm 

they  must  be  from  one  public  place  to  another^       harVey. 

In  proving  his  case»  the  pursuer  may  make  such 

stops  as  he  chooses^  but  you  must  be  satisfied 

that  the  proof  extends  the  whole  distance  before 

you  can  make  a  return  for  him.     There  is  con-^ 

tiariety  of  evidence  which  you  must  reconcile ; 

but  the  case  of  the  defender  is  not  inconsistent 

with  the  idea  of  a  road  if  the  pursuer  has  made 

it  out. 

K  the  pursuer  has  made  out  that  a  road  exists 
ed  for  forty  years,  then  the  right  to  use  it  may 
betuken  away  by  a  decree  of  a  court,  or  it  may 
be  drfeated  by  an  intermption  which  has  been 
acquiesced  in* 

The  pursuer  has  proved  different  parts  of  the 
road  to  have  been  used,  and  that  in  some  of 
them,  when  the  lands  were  enclosed,  styles  were 
left.  It  was  unnecessary,  whem  sty ler  were  left, 
to  prove  any  person  passing ;  nor  is  it  necessary 
that  any  one  should  have  gone  the  whole  way 
from  Glasgow  to  Oumyle,  provided  the  dif- 
ferent portions  make  up  the  whole.     The 
evidence  is,  that    the    proprietors  defended 
their  property  as  far  as  they  could  without 
interrupting  the  road}  and  where  a  public 
right   ia  established   ov^   private   property, 
when  it  has  been  devoted  to  the  use  of  the  pub- 
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lie,  it  requires  very  strong  proof  to  defeat  it. 
Some  of  the  witnesses  for  the  defender  speak  to 
barricades  near  the  river,  which  could  not  be 
passed,  but  others  state  that  openings  were  left 
at  a  different  place.  If  you  think  the  witnesses 
for  the  defender  mistaken,  then  there  is  no  con- 
flicting evidence,  but  if  not,  then  you  have  to 
reconcile  the  contrary  evidence. 

If  the  public  had  been  excluded  for  forty 
years,  this  no  doubt  would  have  taken  away 
their  right ;  but  if  you  think  the  interruption 
not  sufficient,  then  you  will  find  for  the  pur- 
suer. The  proof  as  to  the  utility  of  the  road^ 
and  of  it  being  nearly  double  the  distance,  is  m- 
dentia  rei,  and  is  proper  for  your  consideration, 
but  it  is  only  a  presumption  against  it  being  a 
road. 


Verdict — *'  For  the  pursuers.*' 
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Skene  moved  for  a  rule  to  sbow  cause  why 
Circumstances  in   a  ucw  trial  should  not  bo  granted,  on  the  £:round 

which  the  Court  &»&•*** 

granted  a  rule  to  ' 

show    cause,  at  the  same  time  expressing  a  doubt  whether  they  would  grant  a  new  trial. 
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that  the  claim  here  was  made  by  the  pursuers  Rodge&s 
as  cuwis  e  populOy  and  that  they  were  bound  Habvet. 
to  prove,  but  had  failed  in  proving,  forty  years     '^— ^v^— ' 

peaceable  and  undisturbed  possession,  1617,  c.  d.  of  Roxburgh 

12.    Stair  B.  2,  T.  7,  §  2  and  10,  and  B.  2,  SKt^^ 

T.  12,  S  11-     There  is  here  no  evidence  of  M°r!\o883. 

any  one  going  from  Glasgow  to  Carmyle,  and  o"?  eibSx^;?'!!^ 

there  is  proof  of  interruption.  m^.^lzsl^^' 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner.— -There  are 
many  reasons  for  granting  a  rule  that  may  not 
apply  to  granting  a  new  trial.  In  this  case, 
as  the  subject  here  is  important,  and  the  party 
if  he  fails  must  pay  the  costs,  the  Court  is  dis- 
posed to  grant  the  rule  without  hearing  more. 

It  was  suggested,  that,  if  Mr  Skene  had  any 
other  point,  he  ought  now  to  state  it. 

Skene.-^Vfe  also  contend  that  the  question, 
Whether  the  public  acquiesced  in  the  interrup- 
tion! ?  ought  not  to  have  been  submitted  to  the 
juryi  9S  the  question  here  was,  "Whether  they 
had  acquired  a  road  ?  and  not  ivhether  thej^ihad 
lost  an  admitted  right  of  road. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner.— No  objec-^ 
tion  was  taken  to  the  law  at  the  time.  Ac'^ 
cording  to  my  recollection  my  statement  was, 
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that  there  was  evidence  that  a  road  eiiisted  long 
before  forty  years,  and  that  being  the  nature  of 
the  evidence,  the  question  turned  on  the  inter-' 
ruptions ;  that  if  these  were  made^  and  not  ob^ 
jected  to  by  the  public,  then  the  right  previ- 
ously existing  might  be  defeated ;  but  that,,  if 
the  interruptions  were  resisted  at  the  time,  or 
within  a  legal  time,  then  the  right  of  the  pub^i 
lie  remained  entire* 


8kene.^-^We  object  to  this  law* 


PAESENT, 
FOUE  LOBOS  COMMISSIONERS— LORD  PITMILLY  ABSENT. 


Mi^L  ^^^^  Chief  CoHMisaiONXR^^^The  former 
^-^^"''^  act  of  sederunt  required  that  the  report  of 
2^r  tl»  trial  slKHOd  be  read  in  Court,  but  that 
cJ^  mim  hear  bcitig  repealed,  and  there  being  nothing  of  it 
p^of  it^b^  in  the  act  of  Parliament^  and  the  object  being 
^"^^  to  follow  that  course  which  will  nvkke  the  sub* 
ject  best  understood,  I  shall  not  now  occupy 
time  by  reading  the  evidencci  as  the  Ju^es 
have  read  it* 

This  motion  is  rested  partly  on  the  ground 
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cl*  mis^kectioB,  but  I  am  not  aw^e  of  tbe  nar 
tore  of  it.  I  referred  to  the  evjidence  of  ^  road 
prior  to  /orty  years  ago,  ai|d  of  the  suhaequent 
iKxterraptioiiis,  and  left  it  to  the  jury  on  the  eyj* 
dance,  who  i^tumed  a  verdict  peirfectly  sati^- 
faotory. 

24«m)c<2rsiM4B&(Sugge8t«d  that(there:Was  noine* 
cessity  for  hearing  Mr  JefiQcey  again^  the  rule, 
as  the  Court  were  satisfied  on  the  evidence ; 
but  the  Jjovd  Chief  CoiQUiilssioner  said  they 
mustihear  Mr  MoQcr^iff  in  sujipostof  the  rule, 
and  f herefoiie  Mr  JefiEreyhad.better  jrtate^hortr 
ly  his  reasons  againat  a  new  trial. 

Jeffrey. ^^t  is  -said  :the  evidence  was  of  idle 
people  strolIingiOn  the  bank  of  the  driver ;  tbnt 
in  addition,  it  was  proved  'to  be  a  road  to  fords 
and  ferries,  and  the  road  bei^g  established  be* 
yimd.all  mepipiyf  one  or  ten  .people  beipg  stop* 
p^  is  np  int^rruptiQn  .of  all  ithe  Qther/s  .who 
usgd.it.  Ili^e  pitting  up  pf  istyles  defeats  the 
interruptions,  and  the  .authorities  referred .  to 
confirm  our  case. 

MViV^^W^^^y^  ^^  *^t^s  the  rvTOT  is  the 
bo)m4«ry,  md  the  wall  built  by  the.defendeyr 
stood  for^  .year.  The  :puFpuers«  have  no;titlag, 
and  hf^ving  noi  titl«,  they  must  prove  continued, 

VOL.  iv.  c 
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RoBOEBs  uninterrupted,  and  peaceable  possession  for  for- 
Harvey.  ty  years  of  a  road  from  one  public  place  to  ano- 
ther ;  but  this  was  used  only  for  health  and  re- 
creation,  and  the  evidence  is  cut  down  by  the 
evidence  for  the  defender,  ^this  is  not  a  case 
where  a  right  of  road  was  established  which  is 
to  be  taken  away  by  interruptions.  The  pur- 
suers must  prove  peaceable  possession  during 
forty  years,  and  have  failed  in  this. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — There  is  no 
decided  case  on  the  question,  but  from  the  books 
J  think  the  doctrine  is  supported  in  principle. 

There  may  be  a  case  where  it  is  competent 
to  apply  for  a  new  trial  without  any  direction 
having  been  given  by  the  Judge — a  case  may 
occur  where  the  facts  are  insufficient  to  sup- 
port the  action.  In  this  case  I  stated  what  I 
considered  to  constitute  a  public  way,  and  that 
the  jury  were  to  consider  whether  the  evidence 
established  an  immemorial  way ;  and  that  where 
the  road  or  way  was  immemorial  the  interrup- 
tions niust  be  effectual. 

Moncreiff. — If  it  was  that  the  interruption 
must  be  effectual  at  all  times,  we  may  not  have 
proved  it ;  but  we  cannot  admit  the  statement 
on  the  other  side,  that  interruption  of  an  indi- 
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vidual  is  no  interruption  of  the  public.  If  I  in- 
terrupt a  single  person  it  proves  that  the  pur- 
suers had  not  the  peaceable  possession  necessa- 
ry to  acquire  such  a  right; 

The  verdict  is  contrary  to  evidence  in  the  li- 
teral sense,  and  it  is  jcontrary  to  law,  because  I 
proved  interruptions  which  are  incompatible 
with  peaceable  possession.  Stcccess/icl  inter** 
ruption  is  not  necessary. 


R0D6E£8 

Habvey. 


Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — From  the 
importance  of  the  case,  the  Court  will  take 
time  to  consider. 


Lord  Chief  Commissioner.  * — After  stat^ 
ing  the  evidence  of  styles  his  Lordship  said, 
the  next  question  was.  Whether  a  prescriptive 
road  was  established  ?  No  doubt  there  was  im- 
portant evidence  on  this,  which  carried  it  back 
beyond  memory,  and  there  were  witnesses  who 
traced  it  back  about  fifty-six  years,  and  there 
was  nothing  to  detract  from  the  presumption 
of  its  existing  prior  to  the  memory  of  those 
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When  a  public 
road  is  proved  to 
have  existed  for 
forty  years,  it 
must  have  been 
effectually  inter- 
rupted to  cut  off 
the  right  of  the 
public* 


*  Being  employed  out  of  Court,  I  was  not  present  ^di^rfng 
the  whole  time  his  l^ordship  was  delivering  his  opinion. 
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March  S, 


ftoDGERs  witnesses.  The  eviflence  was  as  far  back  as 
gARVEY,  testimony  could  go,  and  there  being  na  tradi- 
tionary evidence  to  'cfontradict  this,  or  raise  a. 
presumption  against  it,  Z  left  it  to  the  jury  ta 
consider  whether  this  "was  peaceable  possession, 
and  stated  that  possession  might  be  necessary 
to  establish  the  right  in  the  public  or  the  Crown» 
In  this  state  it  remained  till  between  1782 
and  1796 ;  and  if  evidence  is  brought  as  long 
as  liuman  memory  can  go,  and  there  is  no  evi- 
dence or  tradition  to  the  contrary,  it  is  a  fair 
question  for  the  jury  Whether  there  is  an  im- 
memorial right  of  way. 

Next  as  to  the  interruptions,  I  gave  it  as  my 
opinion  that  the  interruptions  must  be  effectual, 
that  the  party  must  possess  his  prqperty  for 
forty  years  independent  of  the  right  of  way, 
and  it  does  not  appear  that  there  was  here  any 
interruption  to  defeat  the  prior  rigTit  of  the 
public. 

So  far  as  I  can  find  from  the  books,  though 
there  is  very  little  on  the  subject,  the  right  of 
highway  is  in  the  Crown  for  the  benefit  of  the 
subject,  and  that  it  is  the  same  in  the  greatest 
high-way  and  most  insignificant  foot-path.  The 
way  to  establish  either  is  by  proving  that  they 
have  been  immemorially  used  by  the  subjects  as 
a  way.     How  is  the  king  to  be  deprived  of  this 


1826.  THE  lUnY  COURT.  97 

faui  b;  ^  cotuKYary  rijgbt  established  in  an  indi-  Rodoms 
yiAv^f  by  bk  having  iaternipted  it  for  the  pe-  Hakvet. 
nod  of  prasimjgkiQn.  But  it  is  not  neoessaiy  for 
U8  tot  say  what  is  proved»  but  merely  that  there 
was  a  ofm  for  the  jury-r^that  there  was  evi* 
^QOCb  1^  that  it  was  lefk  tfi>  the  jnoy-r-i-thal; 
iAxesp^.  was  eonteary  evideu^e^  and  that,  they  came 
tOk  the.  Gondiusioii  that  the  wa^  was  established, 
.„p«m}  that  there  is  no  gnmnd  to  induce  the 
Court  to  aeb  aside  the  renliet. 

LoRHi  GiLLiBS^TmThis  is  substantially  an  apu* 
pli^on  on  tfao  ground  of  the  verdict  being  con^ 
trary  to  endeoioe.  At  the  time  the  rule^  was 
granted,  I  thought  there  ha^  been  a  direction 
given  in  point  of  law,  but  when  I  found  it  had 
been  left  to  the  jury,  I  thought  it  had  been 
properly  left,  and  that  the  jury  had  come  to  the 
right  conclusion. 

There  is  no  doubt  that  the  same  rule  applies 
to  common-ways  and  footpaths,  and  here  the 
question  is.  Whether  the  public  has  acquired  the 
right  ?  The  question  turns  on  usage,  and  I 
httve  seldom  seep  so  strong  a  proof  on  that  subt 
ject. 

As  to  interraptionsi  it  was  sai4  that  so  and 
so  was  prpved»  but  that  was  for  the  juiy*  The 
road  may  hava  bq^n  interrupted  one  day  and 
open  the  next. 


88  CASES  TRIED  IN  March  8, 

RoDGERs  Lord   Cringletie. — I  thought  the  road 

Harvey,  established  for  more  than  forty  years ;  and  in  ab- 
sence of  proof  to  the  contrary,  we  must  suppose 
that  it  existed  immemorially.  There  was  no 
evidence  as  to  interruptions  more  than  about 
thirty  years  ago^  and  there  being  conflicting 
evidence  on  the  subject,  who  was  to  judge  of 
that  but  the  jury  ?  It  was  within  their  pro- 
vince, and  we  are  not  to  overhaul  their  proceed- 
ing, or  set  aside  their  verdict,  unless  it  is  very 
much  against  evidence,  and  in  this  case,  had  I 
been  to  judge  of  it,  I  would  have  come  to  the 
same  conclusion.  The  interruptions  were  of 
persons  who  left  the  water  side  and  trespassed 
on  the  grounds. 

Lord  Mackenzie. — I  am  of  the  same  opi« 
nion,  and,  looking  to  the  issue,  I  doubt  if  im- 
memorial possession  was  necessary,  as  the  ques- 
tion is  merely  as  to  the  possession  of  a  road  for 
forty  years.  The  law  is  important,  but  a  party 
having  a  title  that  does  not  mention  the  rdad  is 
not  exclusive  of  the  road.  The  question  arises 
of  road  or  no  road,  and  is  not  properly  a  ques^ 
tion  of  prescription ;  but  I  do  not  go  on  this. 
And  if  the  question  were,  whether  there  were 
forty  years  uninterrupted  possession,  I  could 
not  say  the  verdict  was  wrong.  The  jury  might 
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have  thought  there  was  evidence  of  forty  years      Rodobbb 
peaceable  possession  prior  to  the  interruption.        Harvet* 

Moncreijffi — We  mean  to  except  to  the  doc-  when  the  court 

trine  laid  down,  that  the  interruption  must  be  tn^t^bomn- 

effectual,  and  that  it  is  too  late  unless  it  took  toiTw  Satod^ 

place  forty  years  ago.  rui^Kne. 

Jeffrey — It  is  incompetent  to  except  to  the  ^^**'**'®^'^ 
opinion  of  an  individual  Judge. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — The  verdict 
establishes  that  there  was  an  immemorial  road, 
and  after  the  right  is  established  there  is  no 
proof  of  interruption  to  shake  that  right. 

Lord  Gillies. — There  may  be  various  and 
separate  grounds  on  which  individual  Judges 
found  their  opinions ;  but  the  question  is, 
Whether  the  judgment  sustaining  the  verdict  is 
contrary  to  law  ?  My  opinion  was,  that  the 
evidence  was  properly  left  to  the  jury,  and  that 
they  gave  the  proper  decision. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — I  trust  it  will 
be  attended  to  that  no  exception  was  taken  at 
the  trial.  It  is  the  duty  of  a  Judge  to  direct 
the  jury  in  point  of  law ;  and  we  must  attend 
to  how  far  it  is  competent  under  the  17th  sec-   ^^^  "^-  ^  ^- 
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Davidson 

V. 
DUNBAB. 


tion  for  the  party  td  Except  now,  when  none 

.  » 

was  taken  at  the  trial.  The  act  ties  it  down* 
to  the  direction  given  to  the  jury.  It  would 
bie  the  wildeiit  work  were  we  to  allow  ah  excep- 
tion to  be  taken  to  the  opinion  of  a  Judge, 
who  tak^  t<idet  ground  than  is  necessary.  * 


Jeffrey  and  Ptfinjf,  toft  ikt  Ptcriaef s. 

Moncreiff',  Cockbum,  and  Skene,  tor  the  Defender. 

(Agents,  John  Btaiet^  s.  s.  c,  and  MacmUlan  ^  GratU.) 
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FRESEKT, 
LOADS  CHIEF  COMMISSIONER,  PITMILLY,  AND  MACKENZIE. 
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Davidson  b.  Dunbar. 


Damages  to  a 
tenant  against 
his  landlord  for 
detaining  certain 
goods  on  the 
farm,  &c.  but 
for  the  defender 
on  other  points. 


An  action  of  damages  by  a  tenant  ejected 
irom  a  farm  against  his  landlord  for  detaining 
his  property  on  the  farm ;  seizing  and  detain- 
ing his  horse  and  cart  when  sent  to  cany  off 
the  property ;  and  for  obtaining  his  incarcera- 
tion  as  guilty  of  theft. 


*  a.  B.— A  tifll  bf  exceptibiis  wad  iendered  to  the  law  kdcl 
down  at  the  trials  but  the  exception  was  disallowed^  and  the 
law  confirmed  by  the  Second  Division  of  the  Court  of  Ses- 
8ion.-*See  Fac.  Coll.  lOth  July  1827. 
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Defence. — ^The  pursuer  was  legally  eject- 
ed frdtii  his  farttiy  and  lefb  nothing  to  whieh  he 
waiS  entitled  as  an  outgoing  tenant.  The  pro- 
c^in^  agiainift  his^  person  n^ere  taken  optima 
Jlde,  for  the  purpose  of  cfaeleking  what  the  de- 
fender 6(»mdered  &  theft. 


Davidson 

DUNBAE. 


0 

Jdffi^etf  optoed  lihe  6a^  for  the  pttfsruer, 
and  ttatid  the  ftcis,  amd  that  this  wasr  al  most 
opt^rt^etsive  ease. 

The  fifiJt  wither  it^Ui  fbr  Che  pttHtket  was 
aSLMif  6ii  crosi§-exattiinati6n'»  whether'  he  eject*^ 
eA  iU  pursuei^  ftte  fir^;  t'hnd  he  wttit  for  (ftel 
purpose. 

Jeffrey  objectSi  This  is  an  attempt  to  load 
ik  cifn  ciist  With  jprejudicte  fitom  the  yidlened  of 
tbk  fUhl&et;.  likh  is  tn^l^ant  ta  the  que)^- 
tidiiati^^. 

Moiicreiff.^!  m  hdt  boixMd  td  lifote  hoW  it 
is^  Material ;  and  th&  dbj^ctioii  t6  this  U  a  goad 
dbllitnetititry  onthd  opening  as  to  the  ejectiott. 

LoBDi  QMeS  CdMHtissloifEtti-i^It  is  im{K>»> 
idble  %i  the  Cbtirt  to  stop  this.  If  the  issue 
had  beeA  confitied  to  the  detenjiioii  of  the  prd^ 
pi^iiy^  it  might  be  htelerant ;  bdt  here  there 
ale  Atl  issues,  lemd  the  pursuer  must  be  open  to 
examination  on  every  part  of  the  case. 


In  a  question  m 
to  the  damage 
done  to  a  tenant 
by  detention  of 
his  crop,  &c 
competent  to 
prove  that  the 
tenant  resisted 
the  messenger 
sent  to  eject  him; 
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Davidson  Moncreiffi,  foF  the  defender.— I  admit  that 

DuwBAR.  illegal  proceedings  by  the  pursuer  will  not  jus* 

tify  them  on  the  part  of  the  defender ;  but  if 
the  proceedings  by  the  pursuer  are  the  founda- 
tion of  those  by  the  defender,  and  were  laid  as 
a  ground  for  seeking  revenge,  the  case  is  difie« 
rent.  For  part  of  the  property  claimed  we 
are  now  ready  to  account ;  but  this  is  not  the 
proper  form  of  action,  and  the  pursuer  had  no 
right  to  take  it  by  force.  With  regard  to  the 
apprehension  of  the  pursuer  the  application 
was  regular,  and  the  statements  true.  There 
is  much  doubt  whether  this  was  theft  or  tres« 
pass,  audit  is  not  said  to  have  been  done  mali- 
ciously. 

Lord  Chief  CoMMissioNER.*-*-This  case  is 
so  much  branched  that  it  is  like  six  causes  on 
different  grounds  of  action.  The  value  of  the 
articles  under  the  first  issue  appears  to  me  to 
be  proved,  and  to  be  moderate ;  but  the  ques- 
tion here  turns  on  whether  they  were  illegally 
detained?  Both  landlord  and  tenant  were 
guilty  of  irregularity,  and  there  was  no  act  on 
the  part  of  the  landlord  taking  away  the  pro- 
perty, which  prima  facie  belonged  to  the  te- 
nant ;  and  it  would  certainly  have  been  better 
if  he  had  handed  the  things  over  to  the  pur- 
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suer.      Though  from  the  circumsb  mces  the        Davidson 
pursuer  would  not  be  entitled  to  tht^  value  of        Dunbar. 
his  labour  in  making  the  peat,  yet  i  f  the  de*        ""^ 
fender  used  them,  and  if  the  mill-'tvheel  was 
advantageous  for  the  farm,  he  is  bou  nd  to  pay 
something.     The  only  clear  evidence  in  the 
case  is  with  respect  to  the  horse  and  c^art,  and 
no  evidence  has  been  brought  to  shrike  that  for 
the  pursuer. 

The  fifth  and  sixth  issues  are  two  separate 
causes.  On  the  application  to  have  the  pursu- 
er apprehended  on  a  false  accu^'iation,  you  will 
take  into  consideration  that  the  pursuer  was 
determined  to  do  things  with  violence.  It  is 
not  stated  that  the  application  was  malicious, 
but  it  is  stated  as  false,  and  it  seems  to  have 
been  made  without  probable  cause  ;  but  as  there 
were  irregularities  on  both  sides  it  is  not  a  case 
for  high  damages. 

On  the  other,  were  I  a  juryman  I  would 
give  very  small  or  no  damages. 

Pyper. — There  is  a  mistake  as  to  dates  ;  and 
as  to  the  ejection,  if  the  goods  were  legally  ejec- 
ted, the  pursuer  was  bound  to  come  to  take 
them,  and  the  defender  bound  to  allow  him  to 
do  so. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — I  must  in- 
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teiferey  f  is  you  are  not  entitled  to  reply  on  the 
Court*  If  I  make  an  error  in  the  view  of  the 
case,  it  is^t  merely  submitted  to  the  sense  of  the 
jury^  and.,  they  will  set  it  right*  If  there  is  an 
error  in  1  iaw»  then  a  bill  of  exceptions  may  be 
tendered^f,  or  if  any  mistake  in  fact,  I  am  ready 
to  correi?t  it* 

(  To  the  Juiy^y — The  advice  I  gave  you  was 
on  the  view  in  which  the  case  struck  my  mind, 
but  it  is  subj  ect  to  be  corrected  by  you,  should 
you  think  me^  mistaken. 

Verdicfc---Focr  the  pursuer  on  the  litt,  3d, 
and  5tli  issues,  with  damages  on  each.  For 
the  defender  on  the  @d,  4th,  and  6th  issues* 

Jeffrey  and  Pyper,  for  the  Pursuer. 
Moncreiff'axkd  Maitlandy  for  the  Defender. 
(Agents,  J,  G,  Barr^  a.  s.  c,  and  A,  W*  Goldk^  w.  a.) 


P&XSEKT, 
I.OBDS  CHIEF  COMKISSIOKEB,  CRIKGLETXX,  ANB  HACKSKZIX. 
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Damages  for  in- 
juiy  done  to  a 
daadike; 


Britton  ».  Lang. 

This  was  a  suspension  of  a  charge  on  a  decree 
in  absence  in  the  Court  of  Session  for  the  sum 
of  L.159i  8s.  9d.  as  damage  said  to  be  done  to 
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the  pursuer^s  coaUwork  by  certain  -operations      Bbitton 
by  the  defender  on  the  river  Nethan.  lano. 

ISSUE. 

*^  It  being  admitted  that  Thomas  La&g,  the 
*^  pursuer^  is  proprietor  of  the  lands  of  Cross- 
**.  ford  in  the  county  of  Lanark,  and  of  a  mill 
*^  situated  upon  the  said  lands,  and  of  the  coal 
**  under  the  said  lands  : 

*^  It  being  also  admitted,  that,  prior  to  1821, 
**  the  pursuer  was  in  possessioi),  by  moms  of  a 
^*  dam-dike,  of  part  of  the  water  of  t2ie  river 
^*  Nethan,  for  theuse  of  the  said  mill  and  ma- 
**  chinery  for  working  the  said  coal : 

'*  It  being  also  admitted  that  the  defender, 
^  John  Britton,  is  tacksman  of  certain  eoal-pits 
*<  on  the  side  of  the  river,  opposite  to  the  pro- 
"  perty  of  the  pursuer  : 

**  Whether,  in  the  month  of  June  or  July 
t*  18^1,  the  defender  did  break  down  the  said 
'^dam-'dike,  or  cause  the  same  to  be  brdken 
<<  down,  to  the  losstind  damage  of  the  pursu- 
"er?" 

McNeill  opened  ^tbe  case,  and  stated  ^tbit 
the  pursuer  had  been  in  possession  of  the  dam- 
dike  for^fbrty  years  forthe  use  of  his-mill  $--^that 
the  defender  destroyed  part  of^the  d&e*  *'Vd>i(ih 
injured  the  cod-work,  and  stopped'tfae^woricing 
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March  21, 


Britton  till  the  dike  was  replaced,  and  caused  much  ad* 

Lang.  ditioual  shift»work,  and  other  damage. 

A^^I^^think-  An  objection  was  tak^n  to  the  examination 

mte^dTntL^'  of  onc  of  the  servants  of  the  pursuer,  who  had 

uf^Mm  ^a'**'  ^^^^  thrown  out  of  employment,  «s  he  €xpect- 

witoess.  ^^  something  when  the  plea  was  settled. 


QtUBre,  whether 
evidence  a- 


Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — It  is  esta<- 
blished  that  the  opinion  of  a  witness  does  not 
render  him  incompetent,  but  goes  to  affect  his 
credit.  The  question  is.  Whether  he  has  a 
legal  claim  ?  and  as  he  was  out  of  employment 
by  the  act  of  his  master,  I  do  not  think  his 
claim  good  in  law. 

Jeffrey. — :The  pursuer  had  dealings  with 
him,  and  does  not  deny  his  claim.  He  has  at 
least  a  contingent  interest. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — It  is  clear, 
that  if  he  has  an  interest,  however  small,  that 
he  is  disqualified ;  but  the  opinion  qf  the  wit- 
ness that  he  has  an  interest  only  goes  to  his 
credit.  He  says  he  spoke  to  the  pursuer  of 
being  paid,  who  laughed,  but  gave  him  no  an- 
swer. There  is  nothing  that  establishes  a  pe- 
cuniary interest,  but  there  is  what  materially 
affects  his  credit. 

A  book  was  produced,  kept  by  the  pursuer, 
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te  show  the  quantity  of  coal  turned  out  prior      Bkittow 
to  the  work  being  stopped.  Lang. 

Mr  Jeflfrey  objected,  as  the  book  might  have  mowiting  to 

been  made  de  recenti :  but  Mr  McNeill  said  it  ^^p^p^- 

'  tto  18  aamusiDle 

was  the  book  by  which  the  witnesses  were  paid.   "*  ^^  by  jiuy  ? 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — It  is  produced 
now,  not  to  prove  the  payments,  but  the  quanti- 
ty of  coal  turned  out,  which  is  quite  different. 
It  is  not  in  the  situation  of  regular  books  kept 
by  a  trader,  which  i  n  some  cases  are  semU 
plena  probation  though  in  this  judicature  I 
have  great  doubt  if  what  is  only  semiplena  pro^ 
batio  ought  to  be  admitted. 

Jeffrey^  in  opening  the  case  for  the  defender, 
said,  this  is  an  ill-natured  case.  There  is 
no  claim  for  carrying  off  the  water,  but  for 
breaking  the  dike  by  moving  a  little  gravel 
to  make  a  track  in  the  bed  of  the  river. 
There  was  no  regular  dike,  and  the  questions 
are.  Whether  I  took  down  a  dike,  of  which  he 
was  in  possession  in  18S1 ;  and  if  this  is  proved, 
what  is  the  damage  ? 

He  has  not  proved  the  damage ;  and  if  he 
was  prevented  from  working  his  coal,  he  has  it 
still  to  sell. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner* — There  are 


48  iCA»8  T9JM)  IN  March  91, 

beittom      1^0  questions  in  ^tbe  issuf^  to  the  terans  of 
Lang.        which  you  must  attend. 

The  .first  is,  'Whether  there  yf^  a  trespass  ? 
.These  was  much /evidence  \to  show  jl^  state  xtf 
.this  f  dike ;  and  if  ihe  accumulation  of  sand  and 
gravel  served  to  convey  the  water  from  the 
fiver  )for  Lang^s  ttse,)this  .must  bedieldaidam- 
dike,  in  terms  of  the.issue« 
..  The  next  question  is.  Whether  the  operation 
ip^fonned  by  the  defends  broke  down  ithis 
dike  ?  It  is  said  he  only  removed  the  graveiU 
and  .that  >hei was  entitled  to « do  so.  You  have. the 
evidence  as  to  the  use  of  the  bed  of  .the  stream 
as  a  road ;  and  under  aUilhe.circumst^inaes,xyou 
must  judge  whether  the  carting  carried  off  any 
wQter  ifrom  the  :mill,  and  whether  the  act  of  the 
rdefende^  was  wrongful  oc  not ;  but  if  :the  puc- 
juer  ihfis  not  cicely  pro^d  his  i  case,  you  must 
tpresume  &r  the  defender.  The  pursuer  being 
.in /possession  was  entitled  to  retain  j the  > water ; 
;and  if  be  has  been  deprived  of  it  ^hy  the  de- 
fendeti  heas entitled tadamages  j ibutthe proof 
of)lheamountiis.vei7  loose. 

Verdict-r-***    For  ithe    pursuer,    damages 
L.50r 

D,  N'Neill  and  GraJiam  BeU,  for  the  Pursuer. 

Jeffrey  and  Walker,  for  the  Defender. 

(Agents,  Linmng  ^Nheny  w.  s.,  jkwI  WaUer  JOfdhie^  w.  Sw) 
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COUIB  AKB  Co. 

— '     :"  HossACK^ 

ANDHOftSACK 
V. 
LCKDS  PITUILLY,  CRINGLETIE,  AXD  MACKENZIE.  COMB^  AND  Co. 


!  PRESS  NT 


^"mmm 


Combe  and  Co.  v.  Morison  and  HossACKy  ^^^ 

AND  HOSSACK  V.  CoMBE  AND  Co.  ^"^  23. 

This  was  a  reduction  of  a  missive  by  Hossack  pindmg  that  two 
offering  to  purchase  the  stock  in  trade  of  Mori-  ^^"^Ji^^nstitute 
son,  in  a  shop  in  Hanover  Street,  Edinburgh,    » homjide  teans. 

*•  °    '     action;   and  for 

and  Morison's  letter  accepting  the  offer.    And   the  defender  in 
an  action  of  damages  by  the  defender  Hossack,    n^ages. 
against  the  pursuers  of  the  reduction,  for  hav- 
ing poinded  part  of  the  stock  as  the  property  of 
Morison.  * 

Dbfence.^— Tke  pursuers  have  no  title  to 
pursue,  not  being  creditors  of  Morison.  The 
transaction  between  Morison  and  Hossack  was 
a  bona  fide  sale. 

Issues  in  the  Reduction. 

'^  1 .  Whether  the  missives  in  proems  b^i^ring 
<<  date  4th  August  1834,-«^e  one  beariag  to 

*  There  was  so  appearance  for  Morison  at  the  trials  and 
an  affidavit  was  produced  to  prove  that  the  notice  had 
been  served  on  him. 
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CASES  TRIED  IN 


March  23, 


Combe  AND  Co. 

V. 
HOSSACK, 
AND  HOSSACK 


V* 


Combe  AND  Co. 


"  be  an  offer  by  the  defender  Daniel  Hossack 
**  to  purchase  the  stock  in  trade  in  the  shop, 
"  No.  18,  Hanover  Street,  Edinburgh,  at  a 
*'  valuation  to  be  made  ;  and  the  other,  an  ac- 
"  ceptance  of  the  said  offer  by  the  defender 
"  Colin  Morison  at  the  said  valuation, — did 
"  not  constitute  a  true  and  bona  fide  contract, 
"  whereby  the  said  Colin  Morison  did  really 
"  transfer  the  property  of  the  said  goods  to 
^*  the  said  Daniel  Hossack,  upon  the  said  4th 
**  day  of  August,  for  actual  value  paid,  or  to 
**  be  paid  (or  delivered)  by  the  said  Daniel 
<*  Hossack  to  the  said  Colin  Morison  ? 

^*  S.  Whether  the  said  Daniel  Hossack  was  a 
*^  conjunct  or  confident  person  in  relation  to 
<*  the  said  Colin  Morison  ?  and  whether  the 
"  aforesaid  alleged  transference  of  the  proper- 
"  ty  aforesaid  was  without  just,  true,  and  ne- 
cessary cause,  and  without  any  just  price 
really  paid,  and  in  violation  of  the  act  of  the 
"  Parliament  of  Scotland  1621,  chap.  18  ? 
"  3.  Whether  on  the  said  4th  day  of  Au- 
gust, the  date  of  the  said  missives,  or  within 
sixty  days  thereafter,  the  said  Colin  Mori- 
son was  bankrupt  ?  and  whether  the  goods 
^*  mentioned  in  the  said  offer  and  acceptance 
"  were  transferred  from  the  said  Colin  Mori- 
^^  son  to  the  said  Daniel  Hossack,  either  at  or 


« 


c< 


« 


« 


u 
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*' after  the  said  Colin  Morisoii  became  bank«^ouBEAKDCo. 
**  rupt  as  aforesaid,  or  within  the  space  of  six-      Hossack, 
«  ty  days  before  his  said  bankruptcy,  either  for    ^'''^  HossIck 
"  the  satisfaction  or  farther  security  of  a  prior   Combe  and  Co. 
*^  debt  due  by  the  said  Colin  Morison  to  the 
**  said  Daniel  Hossack,  in  preference  to  the 
'*  other  creditors  of  Colin  Morison." 

In  the  action  of  damages. 

"  Whether,  on  or  about  the  10th  day  of  Sep- 
"  tember  1824,  the  defenders  did  poind,  or  cause 
**  to  be  poinded,  for  a  debt  alleged  to  be  due  by 
^^  Colin  Morison,  distiller  at  Ratho,  twenty- 
'*  four  dozens  of  port  and  sherry  wine,  four  and 

one-half  dozens  port  wine,  all  in  bottles,  the 

property  of  the  pursuer,  and  in  a  shop.  No. 
*^  18,  Hanover  Street,  in  the  city  of  Edinburgh, 
^*  and  cellar  thereof,  to  the  loss  and  damage  of 
"  the  said  pursuer  ?     Or, 

*<  Whether  the  said  wine  was  not  the  pro- 
"  perty  of  the  pursuer,  but  was  the  property 
<*  of  the  said  Colin  Morison,  distiller  at*  Ra- 
**  tho,  and  was  poinded  for  a  debt  alleged  to 
"  be  due  by  the  said  Colin  Morison  to  the 
*•  defenders  ?" 

Jeffrey  opened  the  case  for  the  pursuer,  and 
stated  this  to  be  an  attempt  by  Morison,  by 


it 
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HOSSACK; 
AND  HOSSACK 

V. 

Combe  and  Co. 


CASES  TRIBD  IN 


March  23, 


Evidence  admit- 
ted of  an  admis« 
sion  made  by  a 
defender,  for 
whom  no  appear- 
ance was  made  at 
the  triaL 


means  of  a  fictitious  sale>  to  carry  on  the  busi- 
ness of  a  distiller  at  Ratho,  and  a  spirit-dealer 
in  Edinburgh.  And  that  the  issues  on  the  sta- 
tutes were  taken  rather  to  show  the  nature  of 
the  transaction  and  the  connection  of  the  par- 
ties, than  as  separate  grounds,  though  of  them- 
elves  they  were  sufficient. 

A  witness  being  called  and  examined  as  to 
an  admission  by  Morison, 

Hope,  SoL'Gen.,  objected. — This  is  incom- 
petent, as  I  appear  only  for  Hossack. 

Lord  Fitmilly. — Morison  is  a  party,  and 
though  I  do  not  consider  this  very  important,  I 
cannot  reject  it.  You  may  cross-examine  the 
witness  as  to  Hossaek. 


Competent  to 
ask  a  creditor 
whether  he  ac- 
cepted a  compo- 
ation  of  IDs.  per 
pound  on  his 
debt  without 
produdng  the 
minutes  of  the 
meeting  of  credi< 
tors. 


The  second  witness  was  asked,  Whether  a 
composition  was  agreed  to,  and  wliat  was  paid  ? 

Hope,  Sol.'Gen. — They  must  produce  the 
minutes. 

Jf^ey. — I  am  entitled  to  prove  the  meeting, 
ai^  that  the  witness  received  ten  shillings. 

Lord  Pitmilly. — I  understand  the  ques- 
tion to  be,  Whether  he  accepted  a  composition, 
and  whether  he  got  ten  shillings  per  pound,  and 
not  what  took  place  at  the  meeting  ?  The  ques- 
tion therefore  is  competent. 
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The  defender  was  then  called  as  a  haver  to 
produce  a  book,  for  recovery  of  which  a  dili- 
gence had  been  got. 

Hope^  SoL-Gen.,  objects,  We  had  no  notice 
of  this. 

Jeffrey^ — It  is  in  the  hands  of  the  party,  and 
might  be  sent  for  now,  even  if  no  notice  had 
been  given.  There  is  here  no  fair  interest 
to  withhold  it,  and  the  Court  have  the  power  to 
allow  it. 

Lord  Pitmilly. — Is  this  not  provided  for 
by  the  act  of  sederunt  ?  I  think  this  very 
questionable* 

Lord  Crxngletie. — J  cannot  think  this 
doubtful,  as  this  book  might  as  well  have  been 
called  for  a  month  ago  ;  and  though  the  party 
may  have  had  notice  of  it,  his  counsel  had  not. 


Combe  AND  Co* 

H0S8ACKy 
AND  HOSSACK 

v» 
Combe  and  Co. 

A  writing, 
though   in  the  ^ 
hands  of  the  par. 
ty,  cannot  be 
called  for  at  the 
trial. 


Lord  Mackenzie. — I  am  of  the  same  opi^ 
nion.  It  is  against  both  the  words  and  spirit 
of  the  regulation  that  a  person  should  be 
brought  here,  and  all  the  papers  thrown  upon 
the  table  at  the  trial* 


Hopct  SoL-Gen.,  in  opening  for  the  defen* 
der,  said,  That  he  was  at  a  loss  to  know  upon 
which  of  the  inconsistent  issues  the  pursuer's 
claim  was  rested.    But,  1.  We  shall  prove  that 
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Combe  and  Co. 

V. 
HOSSACK, 
AND  HOSSACK. 
V. 
COMBK  AND  Co. 

II.  Bellas  Com. 
199. 


Circumstances  in 
which  a  defen- 
der  was  allowed 
to  call  a  witness 
to  prove  a  com- 
muning held  by 
the  witness,  and 
with  a  defender, 
for  whom  no 
appearance  was 
made. 


Hossack  purchased  the  stock.  2.  It  is  proved 
that  he  was  not  a  confident  person.  3.  On  the 
last  issue  it  is  said  the  conveyance  was  in  security 
of  a  prior  debt,  but  Hossack  was  debtor,  not  cre- 
ditor, and  had  it  been  in  satisfaction  of  a  debt 
that  would  prove  the  transaction  real ;  and  if  it 
was  a  real  transaction,  and  he  not  a  confident 
person,  then  they  must  prove  that  he  knew 
Morison  to  be  insolvent. 

A  witness  was  called,  and  stated  that  he  was 
applied  to  by  Morison. 

Jeffrey. — I  object  to  all  evidence  of  what 
another  person  said,  unless  he  is  dead.  This 
would  be  the  party  giving  evidence. 

Hope,  Sol.'Gen. — We  wish  to  prove  the  ar- 
rangement made  by  the  parties,  which  could  on- 
ly be  known  by  information.  We  wish  to  prove 
that  it  was  given  out  that  such  was  the  arrange- 
ment. 

Lord  Pitmilly. — I  do  not  see  how  this 
evidence  can  be  excluded.  The  first  thing  is, 
that  Morison  applied  to  the  witness  to  get  some 
one  to  purchase  the  stock.  The  witness  then 
stated  that  Hossack  went  to  the  shop  to  learn 
the  business  and  see  the  stock,  and  that  both 
Morison  and  Hossack  told  him  this  was  the  pur- 
pose of  his  going. 

Jeffrey y  in  reply  to  the  Jury,  maintained,  that 
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in  a  case  of  fraud  direct  evidence  was  not  to  be   Combe  and  Co. 
expected  :     That  the  intention  of  Morison,  the       Hossack, 
leading  party,  was  proved,  and  that  they  must    ^^"  ^ossack 
decide  under  the  direction  of  the  Court  whether    Combe  and  Co. 
the  fraud  affects  Hossack ;  and  from  his  refus- 
ing to  swear  that  the  property  was  his,  and  from 
the  other  circumstances  proved,  itis  impossible  to 
suppose  that  they  did  not  understand  each  other. 
If  you  are  not  satisfied  that  it  was  a  simulate 
transaction,  then  we  maintain  that  Hossack  was 
a  confident  person,  and  if  so,  they  must  prove 
the  onerosity ;  or  if  we  fail  on  both  these,  then 
I  say  that  Morison  was  insolvent,  and  that  the 
onerosity  is  not  proved. 
• 

Lord  Pitmtlly.— *In  a  case  which  has  occu- 
pied so  much  time,  and  in  which  you  must  be 
quite  aware  of  the  points  which  you  have  to 
try,  I  shall  proceed  at  once  to  the  issues  and 
the  evidence. 

The  first  issue  is  the  important  one  for  your 
consideration,  and  on  this  the  averments  are 
opposite,  and  there  has  been  evidence  on  both 
sides.  The  averment  on  the  one  side  is,  that 
when  Morison  apparently  left  the  business,  he 
retained  a  share  in  it,  and  put  Hossack  in  to 
manage  for  him.  On  the  other,  it  is  said  that 
Hossack,  having  made  a  little  money,  wished  to 
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Combe  and  Co. 

V, 

H08SACK9 

AND  HOSSACK 


V, 


Combe  and  Co. 


invest  it  in  this  wi^.  There  is  evidence  of  in- 
tended fraud  on  the  part  of  Morison,  and  it 
may  be  difficult  to  conceive  that  the  intention 
of  Hossack  was  different ;  but  you  must  be  cau- 
tious in  applying  to  the  one  the  evidence  given 
as  to  the  other.  It  is  dear  that  Hossack  came  at 
first  either  as  a  shopman,  or  to  learn  the  business, 
but  a  change  afterwards  took  place.  I  do  not 
think  much  is  to  be  rested  on  his  refusing  to 
answer  the  agent,  unless  his  demands  were  put 
in  writing,  or  on  his  refusing  to  depone.  On 
the  point  of  the  power  of  the  messenger  to  put 
him  on  oath,  my  opinion  is,  that  the  pursuer  is 
right,  though  it  is  of  little  consequence  in  this 
case,  but  may  be  so  in  the  action  of  damages. 
As  the  messenger  had  a  judicial  character,  I 
think  he  might  put  the  defender  on  oath,  and 
that,  had  he  known  the  law,  he  would  have 
given  his  oath ;  but  an  ignorant  man  might  not 
have  known  the  law. 

His  Lordship  then  read  the  evidence,  and 
commented  on  the  circumstances. 

On  the  other  issues,  there  is  not  much  diffi* 
culty,  as  they  depend  on  your  opinion  on  the 
first. 

There  are  two  questions  on  the  act  1681  ofii 
the  confidence,  and  the  trite  cause.  If  he  was 
a  shopman,  then  he  was  a  confident  person }  but 
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if  he  paid  the  price,  there  was  no  confideilee. 
On  the  other  point,  the  conveyance  proves  the 
true  cause,  and  the  pursuer  must  make  out 
want  of  value. 

The  third  issue  is  out  of  the  question,  as  if 
he  was  any  thing,  he  was  debtor,  not  creditor, 
and  I  think  you  must  find  on  this  for  the  de- 
fender. 

If,  on  the  whole,  you  think  this  was  a  trick, 
then  you  may  find  for  the  pursuer ;  but  if  you 
come  to  the  opposite  conclusion,  then  for  the 
defenders. 


SCdTT 
V. 
TaIT  AHB 

ROSSELL. 


Verdict — In  the  reduction  for  the  pursuer  on 
the  first  and  second  issues,  and  for  the  defen- 
der on  the  third.  In  the  action  of  damages  for 
the  defenders. 

Jeffrey  and  More  for  the  Pursuer, 

Hope,  Solicitor  •'General,  and  Buckan  for  Hossack. 

(Agents,  John  Young  and  Andrew  Smith,) 


PREBEKT, 


L0%B8  GILLIX8,  caiKftLETIS,  AHO  MACKBK£IE. 


Scott  v.  Tait  and  Russell. 


1826. 
Mar.  24. 


Damages  by  a  tenant  aizainst  a  landlord  and   oami^w  u)  a  te- 

•*^  ^  ^^  nant  for  injury 

the  trustee  on  his  estate,  for  damage  done  by  a  done  to  his  farm 

by  the  overflow- 
ing qf  a  river. 
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Scott 

V. 

Tait  and 
Russell. 


river  which  had  not  been   properly  fenced 
off. 

Defence. — Various  defences  were  stated, 
but  the  question  was  reduced  to  the  following 
iasue. 


« 
tt 
tt 
tt 
tt 
tt 
tt 


tt 
tt 


ISSUE. 

**  It  being  admitted  that  the  defender,  Craw- 
furd  Tait,  let  in  lease  to  the  pursuer  the 
farm  of  Lower  Sheardale,  for  the  period  of 
nineteen  years  from  and  after  the  term  of 
Martinmas  1820. 

**  It  .being  also  admitted  that  the  said  de- 
fender became  bound  to  enclose,  during  the 
spring  or  summer  1820,  with  a  sufficient 
sea-dike,  the  whole  of  the  said  farm  upon  the 
north  and  upon  the  east  sides,  so  as  to  pre- 
vent  it  being  overflowed  by  the  river  Devon, 
and  to  put  in  tooks,  and  otherwise  to  defend 
the  banks  of  the  river,  and  to  make  the  sea» 
dike,  all  at  his  own  expence. 
"  Whether  the  said  Crawfurd  Tait,  in  viola- 
tion of  the  said  obligation,  failed  to  defend 
the  bank  of  the  said  river,  by  making  a  suffi- 
cient sea-dike  upon  the  said  farm  ;  and  whe- 
ther, in  consequence  of  the  said  failure  on  the 
part  of  the  said  defender,  the  said  river  did. 
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"  on  or  about  the  Tth  and  Sth  days  of  March 
"  1825,  overflow  part  of  the  said  farm,  to  the 
"  loss  and  damage  of  the  pursuer  ?** 


SCQTT 
V. 
T4.IT  AND 

Russell. 


McNeill  opened  the  case,  and  stated  the 
facts. 

Cockburrii  for  the  defenders,  said  the  damage 
done  was  greatly  exaggerated,  and  the  piu*suer 
gained  by  losing  his  farm.  This  was  a  flood 
beyond  what  had  happened  during  the  memory 
of  man,  and  against  which  the  defender  was 
not  bound  to  provide.  The  pursuer  prevented 
the  repair  of  the  dike.  He  left  his  farm  with- 
out the  authority  of  a  court  of  law. 

Jeffrey  denied  that  the  flood  was  extraordi- 
nary,  and  said  that  no  evidence  could  satisfy  the 
jury  that  the  pursuer  contributed  to  the  da- 
mage. In  addition  to  the  actual  damage  to  the 
crop,  we  have  proved  the  farm  L.56  a-year 
worse.  As  the  floods  were  frequent,  tbe  pur« 
suer  was  entitled  to  quit  his  farm,  the  defender 
having  broken  the  bargain. 

Lord  Gillies. — In  this  case  the  agreement 
was,  that  the  defender  should  defend  the  farm 
from  the  river  by  a  sufficient  dike ;  and  the 
first  question  is.  Whether  he  has  implemented 
this  agreement  ?  The  fact  of  his  having,  on 
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Tait  and 
Russell. 


two  former  occasions,  paid  damages^  makes  it 
probable  the  dike  was  insufficient ;  and  the  wit- 
nesses for  the  pursuer  confirm  this* 

It  is  also  proved  that  the  river  overflowed ; 
but  the  material  question  is,  Whi^  loss  did  the 
flood  necessarily  produce  to  him  ?  Tt  is  said 
he  courted  the  loss ;  but  this  cannot  be  support* 
ed  by  proof  of  a  rash  expression.  It  is  also  said 
he  injured  the  dike  by  pasturing  on  it,  and 
prevented  the  defender  from  repairing  it ;  but 
this  has  not  been  made  out  in  evidence. 

The  main  question  is.  Whether  his  removal 
was  caused  by  the  flood  ?  And  here  it  is  not 
proved  that  he  in  any  way  formally  intimated 
to  the  defender,  that,  unless  the  dike  was  put 
in  repair,  he  must  quit  the  farm  ;  but  he  takes 
the  law  into  his  own  hand,  and  voluntarily  quits 
it.  Had  the  farm  been  ruined,  or  so  injured 
that  it  would  produce  nothing,  this  conduct 
might  be  justifiable  i  but  the  farm  produces  a 
good  crop,  and  he  ought  to  have  remained  uhp 
less  there  was  some  adequate  cau$e  for  his  re^ 
moval. 

The  rest  of  the  damage  consists  of  particular 
articles.  In  so  far  as  the  defenders  reaped  the 
crop  belonging  to  the  pursuer,  this  is  not  pro- 
perly an  action  for  damages,  but  to  restore  what 
he  has  gained  at  the  loss  of  the  other.   For  the 
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injury  done  to  his  wife's  healthy  I  do  not  think 
be  is  entitled  to  any  thing,  as  he  came  there 
knowing  the  situation.  Supposing  the  injury  to 
the  farm  rendered  it  not  tenantable,  still  his  loss 
was  not  great,  as  it  is  proved  that  he  did  not 
manage  well. 


V, 

Gaat. 


Verdict^^For  the  pursuar.  Damages  L.SI35, 
5s.  9d. 

^^ffrey  and  A,  M'NeiU,  for  the  Pursuer. 
Cockburn  and  Tait,  for  the  Defenders. 
(Agents,  Campbell  and  Bumside^  w.  s.,  Taits  and  Youngs  w.  s.) 


PRStEKT, 
LOWS  GILLIES^  CRIlTGLETtC,  AND  M ACXEJTXIE. 


Scott  ©.  Gray. 

XvBDUCTiON  of  two  deeds  on  the  ground  of  im- 
becility, facility,  and  incapacity  in  the  maker, 
or  at  least  facility  and  circumvention. 

ISSUE. 

Whether  the  deeds  were  not,  or  either  of 
them  was^  not,  the  deeds  or  deed  of  the  deceas- 
ed John  Scott,  m^chant  in  Montrose. 


1826, 
March  2d. 


Finding  for  die 
defender  on  a 
quesdon  of  inca- 
pacity, fadMty, 
and  dicumven- 
tion. 
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Williamson  v, 
Fife,  n.  r.  Bell 
on  Testing  Deeds 
142  and  220. 
Gillespie  v.  Gil- 
lespie  11th  Feb. 
1817.     Clark  v. 
Spence,  3  Mar. 
Rep.  450. 


To  efatitle  a  par- 
ty to  read  a  de- 
position taken  to 
lie  in  retetUiSy 
the  inability  of 
the  witness  to  at- 


Skene  opened  the  case  for  the  pursuer,  and 
stated,  The  maker  of  the  deed  was  reduced  to 
a  state  of  total  imbecility,  and  was  incapable  of 
understanding  the  deeds.  His  brother  and 
other  near  relations  were  excluded  from  him, 
which,  I  submit  to  the  the  Court,  takes  off  the 
presumption,  which  would  otherwise  have  been 
strong,  that  the  deeds  were  genuine.  Indeed, 
where  there  is  great  facility,  and  the  grantor 
is  in  the  power  of  the  party  interested,  that  has 
been  held  sufficient  to  cut  down  the  deed. 

Cockburn,  for  the  defender,  proposed.  That 
the  pursuer  should  call  the  writer  of  the  deed, 
and  the  medical  attendant  as  witnesses,  and  he 
would  not  address  the  Jury ;  but  this  not  being 
done,  he  said.  Were  this  to  be  tried  by  the 
Judges,  I  would  only  say  the  deeds  are  regu- 
lar, and  prove  themselves,  and  the  pursuer  has 
not  called  the  writer  of  the  deeds,  or  the  medi- 
cal attendants,  who  ought  to  have  been  called* 
But  the  pursuer  thinks  he  will  obtain  a  verdict 
from  the  inexperience  of  the  jury,  by  calling 
witnesses  from  the  lower  ranks,  whose  opinion 
is  always  much  affected  by  the  bodily  appear- 
ance. 

A  deposition  of  the  medical  attendant  was 
tendered  in  evidence,  and  a  certificate  produced 
to  show  that  from  illness  he  could  not  attend. 
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Jeffrey. — This  deposition  ought  not  to  be  Scoxt 
received,  as  we  have  a  certificate  that  the  wit-  Gray. 
ness  could  attend.  teiTIhT^i, 

Cockburn. — I  admit  the  danger  of  receiving   ^^^^^  ^™^^ 
ilepositions,  and  that  it  is  possible  to  move  this 
witness ;  but  he  may  die  by  the  way.     A  medi- 
cal certificate  on  soul  and  conscience  is  held 
equal  to  an  oath. 

LoKD  Gillies. — This  is  an  important  case,  ^ov^i82^  2a 
and  there  might  be  some  difficulty  were  we  at 
liberty  to  depart  from  the  words  of  the  act  ef 
sederunt ;  but  the  act  of  sederunt  contains  an 
express  regulation  on  the  point,  and  we  must 
recollect  that  this  act  was  framed  under  autho- 
rity of  an  act  of  Parliament. 

Lord  Mackenzie.— -There  is  a  great  diflfer- 
ence  between  an  affidavit  and  certificate,  as  in 
the  one,  if  the  statement  is  false,  it  is  perjury, 
but  not  so  in  the  other.  Parties  may  think  it 
hard,  but  no  feeling  of  hardship  can  authorize 
us  in  holding  a  certificate  equivalent  to  an  affi- 
davit. A  different  rule  applies  to  the  Court 
of  Session  and  Admiralty ;  but  this  act  is 
made  by  authority  of  an  act  of  Parliament,  and 
is  therefore  of  the  same  authority. 

Lord  Cringletie. — la  the  Court  of  Justi- 
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ciary  cerj;ificates  have  been  held  equal  to  affi- 
davits, but  here  it  is  different. 

Lord  Gillibs.-— I  concur  in  the  opinions 
given,  and  feel  sorry  if  the  party  has  been  mis- 
led. It  is  true  that  in  the  Court  of  Justin- 
ciary  certificates  are  received,  but  that  must 
have  been  under  the  view  of  the  Court  at  th^ 
time  this  act  of  sederunt  was  made,  and  a  dif- 
ferent rule  hsfi  been  fixed.  Here  neither  oath 
n(Mr  affidayit  fixes  the  fact,  so  I  must  concur, 
and  reject  the  deposition. 

The  first  pica  of       xhis  being  f  elected,  Mr  Cockbum  declined 

evidence  tender-  ,  . 

ed  for  a  defender  leading  ovidenco,  which  Mr  Jeffrey  said  he 

being   rejected,  ^  .  i  t  i  -      •       » 

his  counsel  did   thought  uot  quitc  correct,  but  did  not  insist  m 

not  produce  any    ,       .  . 

other,  and  the       haVlUg  a  reply. 
pursuer  had  no 
replj. 

Lord  Gillies. — You  must  dismiss  from 
your  minds  all  the  statement  of  facts  made  by 
Mr  Cockburn,  a^  he  has  not  proved  them  ;  but 
the  strong  case  for  the  defender  is  tiie  failure 
of  the  pursuer. 

The  pursuer  does  not  say  the  deeds  were 
not  signed  by  Scott,  or  that  they  are  forgeries, 
but  that  the  granter  was  in  a  state  of  men- 
tal incapacity,  and  that  there  was  a  fraudu- 
lent conspiracy  on  the  part  of  those  interested 
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in  chefii.  If  th^e  was  no  sound  and  di^osii^  s^^ott 
mind  in  the  maker  of  the  deeds,  and  if  his  .  Gray. 
weakness  was  taken  advantage  of  to  exclude  his 
relation,  then  there  was  no  legal  consent. 

The  quesdon  isj  Whether  the  pursuer  h^ 
made  out  his  case  ?  The  deeds  on  the  table 
are  regularly  signed,  and  hwe  all  the  authority 
legal  solemnities  can  giire  them*  They  were 
prepared  by  respeetable  men  of  business,  who 
for  years  had  been  the  confidential  agents  of 
the  party,  and  if  a  fraud  had  been  intended 
these  are  the  last  persons  who  would  have  been 
applied  to.  You  have  h^d  proof  of  his  acting 
^^  a  sepisifale  man  in  ii^nrence  to  the  execution 
of  ^he  de^ds,  and  must  contrast  that  with  the 
evidence  brought  of  hia  ineqiacity.  He  had  a 
stroke  of  palsy,  which  does  ndt  always,  though 
it  may  generally,  impair  the  mind,  and  he  sent 
for  the  physician  and  writer  at  the  same  time, 
which  is  just  the  prudent  step  for  a  man  to  take 
when  he  has  improperly  delayed  to  make  his 
settlement.  This  is  not  like  making  a  bargain, 
where  he  has  to  combat  another  mind  ;  all  that 
is  necessary  is,  that  his  mind  is  sotiud,  and  that 
he  can  clearly  express  the  individual  he  means 
to  favour.  You  must  judge  of  the  evidence  ;  but 
it  appears  to  me  that  there  is  nothing  to  shake 
the  testimony  of  the  writer,  who  stated  that 
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Scott'a  mind  was  not  otherwise  affected  than  by 
age  and  weakness  of  body ;  and  we  all  know 
that  every  disease  in  some  degree  affects  the 
mindi  and  palsy  more  than  others.  The  great 
defect  in  the  pursuer's  case  is,  that  he  did  not  call 
the  framer  of  the  deed,  or  the  intimate  friends  of 
the  deceased,  whom  he  ought  to  have  called, 
but  rests  on  the  evidence  of  those  in  an  inferi- 
or situation,  and  failed  in  proving  the  alleged 
conspiracy. 

If  you  think  there  is  no  sufficient  proof  of  in- 
capacity, or  fraudulent  conspiracy,  then  you  will 
find  for  the  defender ;  but  if  you  think  there  is 
evidence  of  fraudulent  conspiracy  and  incapacity, 
or  of  his  being  totally  bereft  of  mind,  then  you 
will  find  for  the  pursuer. 

Verdict  for  the  defenders. 

Jeffrey i  Skene,  and  Macallan,  for  the  Pursuer. 

Cockburn  and  Jamieson,  for  the  Defender. 

(AgeDts,  Atnslte  and  MacaUan^  w.  s.,  and  Jamet  Bumes8j  s.  s.  c.) 
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Greig  v.  Edmonstone. 


Damages  for  dc   Damages  for  a  libel  lu  a  printed  letter  ad- 

famation.  '- 
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dressed  to  Sir  William  Rae,  the  Lord  Advo-         ^&6i& 

V. 

Cate*  Edhonstone, 

I 

Defence. — The  defender  was  Chief  Magi- 
strate  of  Lerwick,  and  bona  fide  believed  him- 
self called  on  to  publish  the  statements  com* 
plained  of.  They  relate  to  the  public  charac- 
ter of  the  pursuer.  They  are  substantially  true. 

ISSUES. 

The  issues  contained  an  adpiission  that  the 
pursuer  was  procurator-fiscal  of  Zetland ;  that 
the  defender  printed  and  published  the  letter ; 
and  after  setting  out  certain  passages  with  the 
alleged  meaning  of  certain  parts  of  them,  put 
the  question  whether  they  were  of  and  con- 
cerning the  pursuer^  and  were  understood  and 
intended  to  be  understood  in  the  sense  and 
meaning  set  forth  in  the  issue,  and  were  false, 

&c. 
An  issue  in  defence  was  taken.  Whether  the 

pursuer,  as  procurator-fiscal,  appeared  as  agent 

in  a  case  in  the  Court  of  Session,  maintaining 

that  a  certain  piece  of  ground  belonged  to  the 

Crown,  and  for  a  private  party  in  the  Sheriff- 

Court  maintaining  the  opposite  plea. 

r 

Cockbum  opened  the  case  for  the  pursuer. 
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and  saidf  The  pursuer,  as  procurator-fiscal,  at 
one  time  complained  of  what  he  considered  an 
encroachment  on  the  public  interest,  but  be- 
came satisfied  that  he  was  wrong.  His  name, 
however,  was  used  as  a  form  after  the  case 
was  i^moved  from  the  Sheriff-Court.  In  ano- 
ther  case  he  appeared  as  f^nt  for  the  private 
party,  and  the  defender  made  this  the  ground 
of  the  libel.  He  is  also  accused  of  filling  up  a 
blank  in  a  Crown  charter. 


A  defender 
using  part  of  a 
process  not 
founded  on  by 
the  pursuer  in 
evidence,  the 
pursuer  has  a  re- 
ply. 


*  When  a  minute  from  the  first  process  was 
produced, 

Murray^  for  the  defender,  said,  The  whole 
process  ought  to  be  put  in,  as  the  agreement 
was  to  print  the  process  as  one  whole,  and  it 
has  been  opened  on  as  such. 


Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — Do  you  rest 
this  application  on  the  opening  for  the  pursuer^ 
or  on  the  principle  of  his  being  bound  to  pro- 
duce the  whole  of  a  document  ?  There  is  no 
doubt  that  a  counsel  is  bound  by  his  opening,  but 
it  is  impossible  to  hold,  that  by  mentioning  a 
process  he  is  bound  to  produce  the  whole. 
The  only  quei^ion  here  is.  Whether  it  is  to  be 
produced  now  or  afterwards  ?  and  I  see  no  ob- 
jection to  its  production  now,  as  the  pursuer 
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Will  have  hisr  reply.     There  is  no  douht  that,  Gbeig 

when  a  document  is  produced  by  the  pursuer,  Edmonstone. 

the  defender  is  entitled  to  use  the  whole,  but  ^— ■^^^^-^ 
he  must  do  so  at  his  own  time,  and  as  his  evi* 
dence,  and  the  pursuer  will  have  his  reply. 

Murray  and  Skene  said.  We  wish  to  know   »"*  tiw  pursuer 
whether  they  are  not  bound  to  produce  the  in-  '^X'T^ 

,  _         eTidence  an  in- 

terlocutor,  to  which  reference  is  made  in  the   teriocutor, 
minute  produced,  and  think  they  are  bound  to   tendon  X^ 

J  .  i_         i_    1  of  the  process 

produce  the  Whole.  given  in  by  Wm. 

Jq^6^.— The  process  was  mentioned  as  in- 
troductory  to  the  mention  of  one  paper  in  it. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — At  first  it  cer- 
tainly appeared  to  me  that  the  pursuer  was 
bound  to  read  the  minute  only ;  but  on  looking 
at  the  interlocutor  1  retra,ct  that  opinion,  as  I 
find  it  is  in  fact  part  of  the  minute,  though  on 
a  different  paper.  A  great  deal  of  the  difficul- 
ty here  arises  from  the  documents  being  print* 
ed,  and  the  agreement  to  the  production  of  the 
printed  copy  instead  of  the  original.  But  the 
agreement  only  is  to  hold  the  printed  copy  as 
the  original,  and  that  it  is  to  be  treated  as  the 
original.  It  was  impossible  in  opening  the  case 
not  to  refer  to  the  printed  copy.  I  am  of  opi- 
nion that  the  interlocutor  and  minute  must  be 
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Greio         held  as  one.     It  is  impossible  for  a  Judge  to  de- 
Edmon&tonjs.     cide  whether  he  will  compel  production  of  a  pa« 
'""'^^""^        per  till  he  knows  it ;  and  having  read  the  inter- 
locutor I  am  of  opinion  that  it  must  be  produced. 
But  neither  the  admission  of  this»  or  my 
withdrawing  my  original  opinion,  entitles  the  de- 
fender  to  read  from  the  whole  process,  as  evi- 
dence for  the  pursuer  ;  but  he  must  make  out  a 
case  as  to  each  part  of  it  which  he  wishes  read. 

A  party  is  not  The  ShcriflP  of  the  county  was  called  and  ask- 

ra\  Sheriff  to  ed,  whether  he  consulted  his  predecessor  on  a 
d^^^  ^i^u'  certain  point ;  and  having  stated  that  he  felt  a 
hi^*by  Sr^pr^  delicacy  in  mentioning  what  passed  at  a  private 
^Td^aJacter  rf  *^^  Confidential  meeting. 

an  individual.  LoRD     ChIEF    COMMISSIONER. — I    think    it 

clear  that  any  facts  which  were  then  stated  pay 
be  given  in  evidence ;  but  if  any  confidential 
communications  were  made  as  to  the  characters 
of  individuals  I  think  this  ought  not  to  be  dis- 
closed.    But  I  am  ready  to  hear  this  argued. 

Incompetent  to        The  witucss  was  askod  on  cross-examination 
Son^f"he'   wl^at  was  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Session. 
Court  of  Session.       j^^^^^  Q^^^^^  COMMISSIONER.— When  a  fact 

is  on  record  you  cannot  get  it  from  a  witness,  as 
cross-examination  does  not  alter  the  nature  of 
evidence.    You  may  have  evidence  of  facts^  but 
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not  of  contents,  and  surely  a  judgment  of  the        ^^big 
Court  of  Session  is  of  this  nature*  £dmon8toke. 

Murray^  in  opening  for  the  defender,  said, 
That,  if  the  pursuer  did  not  come  with  clean 
hands  and  doing  his  duty,  he  could  not  get  da** 
mages.  A  public  prosecutor  is  not  entitled  to 
carry  on  a  private  suit  against  the  interest  of 
the  public.  Interpolating'  a  charter  is  a  heinous- 
crime. 

If  theproceedinss  were  before  you, you  would   counsel  for  a 

*  .  ^       ^  defender  not 

see  that  the  admissions  by  the  pursuer  were  not  producing  docu- 

,       ,  ,     ^  -  /*  1  •  ments  must  not' 

voluntary,  but  were  wrung  from  him.  state  to  the  Jury 

what  would  have 
•  appeared  from 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner — You  are  not  ^  '^  p'^""' 
entitled  to  observe  upon  proceedings  as  if  they 
were  before  the  jury.  You  may  address  your« 
self  to  me  on  the  subject,  and  if  you  think  my 
law  wrong  in  preventing  you  from  referring  to 
this,  you  may  tender  a  bill  of  exceptions,  and 
put  your  exception  in  writing. 

(To  the  Jury. J — This  case  goes  to  you  on 
the  evidence*for  the  pursuer,  and  I  am  anxious 
to  rtrip  it  of  every  thing  not  strictly  before  you. 
It  is  said  the  pursuer  ought  to  have  produced 
certain  evidence ;  and  it  is  fair  to  state  that  he 
has  not  given  it  in,  from  fear  of  the  effect  it 
would  produce  ;  but  it  is  not  competent  to  state 


78  CASES  TRIia>  IK  June  7, 

Greig         what  it  would  have  proved  if  produced.   .The 
Epmonston£.    defender  might  have  plt)duced  it  if  he  cboae^ 

but  as  he  has  not>  the  case  must  be  considered 
purely  on  the  evidence  for  the  pursuer. 

When  a  person  brings  a  civil  action  for  a  li* 
bel,  the  defender  must  either  admit  the  matter 
to  be  false,  or  justify  by  averring  it  to  be  true. 
If  the  justification  is  proved,  and  is  co-extensive 
with  the  libel,  then  there  must  be  a  verdict  for 
thedefender.  But  if  only  part  is  proved  to  be  true, 
the  rest  must  be  held  fals^  and  as  law  presumes 
malice,  a  verdict  mutt  be  found  for  the  pur- 
suer. Here  there  are  long  issues,  and  the  de** 
fender  justifies  on  two  points. .  You  must  judge 
on  the  evidence  whether  he  has  made  them  out. 
On  the  first,  it  appears  to  me  that  it  is  not  fit 
that  a  procurator-fiscal  should  be  engaged  as  a 
private  agent  in  a  case  where  the  interest  of  the 
Crown  is  concerned  $  and,  on  the  other,  the  jus- 
tification seems  still  better  estabUshed,  if  you 
are  satisfied  with  the  testimony.  But  the  sub* 
stance  of  the  libel  remains. 

This  is  undoubtedly  a  land  of  liberty,  and  a 
person  may  publish  without  license  }  but  if  he 
publishes  what  is  to  the  {urejudice  of  another 
he  must  take  the  consequences.  Had  the  de> 
fender  gone  to  the  Lord  Advocate,  and  stated 
his  complaint  even  in  stronger  terms,  that  would 
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not  hare  rendered  him  liable*  as  there  was  too        Ikglis 
danger  of  publication^  and  it  was  r^ularly    Cunnin«haic^ 
seeking  redress  against  apuUic  officer ;  h\x%  haV'^ 
ing  published  it  he  must  be  answerable*  unless 
he  prores  it  true,  and  on  pirt  of  the  libel  he 
has  takmi  no  issue  injustification. 

Verdict — "  For  the  pursuer,  damages  L.  SOO/* 

Jeffrey  and  Cockburn,  for  the  Ptorsuer. 
J,  A»  Murray  and  Sktne^  for  the  Defender. 

(AgentS)  A.  H,  Manners,  w.  s.,  and  James  Smith,  s.  s.  c.) 
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Inglis  v.  Cunningham.  182s. 

June  14. 

An  action  of  damages  for  breach  of  agreement   i>«ni^  for 
in  not  securing  to  the  pursuer  the  right  to  carry   plied  agreement 
off  the  chips  made  by  him  in  quarrying.  made  in  quany- 

iDg  stones. 

Defence.— -The  pursuer  was  aware  of  the 
agreement  made  by  the  defender  with  the  pro- 
prietor of  the  quarry,  which  only  gave  a  right 
to  take  paving  stones  from  the  quairy. 

ISSUE. 

*^  It  being  admitted  that  the  pursuer  entered 
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into  the  contract  in  process^  dated  26th 
March  1818,  to  make  the  road  across  the  Cal** 
ton  Hill,  and  that  by  the  said  contract  the 
pursuer  was  bound  to  take  stones  from  Salis* 
bury  Crags,  and  that  the  defender  gave  the 
pursuer  the  use  of  a  Quarry  in  the  said 
Crags,  rent  free,  for  that  purpose  :  It  being 
also  admitted  that  the  pursuer  prepared  stones 
in  the  said  quarry  for  making  the  said  road, 
and  that  in  preparing  the  same  a  great  quan- 
tity of  refuse  and  chips  were  produced  in  the 
said  quarry ; 

**  Whether  the  defender  was  bound  and 
obliged  to  secure  the  said  refuse  or  chips  to 
the  pursuer  as  his  property?  and  Whether 
the  defender  has  failed  to  implement  the  said 
obligation,  to  the  loss  and  damage  of  the  pur- 
suer ?" 


Rutherford  opened  the  case  for  the  pursuer, 
and  stated.  That,  as  the  parties  had.  agreed 
to  refer  the  value  of  the  chips,  the  only  question 
was.  Whether,  by  the  practice  of  the  trade,  the 
person  quarrying  was  entitled  to  the  chips  in 
absence  of  any  stipulation  to  the  contrary  ? 


in  which  ^oi  The  first  witucss  was  asked,  to  whom  the 
^M^^^mit-  chips  in  a  quarry  belonged  when  the  contract 
t  nTpiSrJd   was  silent  on  the  subject  ? 
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Hope,  Sol.^Gen.  objected.  There  is  a  writ* 
ten  contract,  and  it  is  incompetent  to  prove 
this,  which  is  inter  essentiatia  of  the  contract, 
by  parol  evidence,  especially  as  the  contract  is 
specific  on  the  subject. 

Cockbum,  for  the  pursuer. — The  objection 
taken  is  more  to  the  import  of  the  proof  than 
its  admissibility.  The  question  is.  Whether  it 
is  competent  to  prove  usage  of  trade  by  parol 
evidence,  and  cases  of  this  sort  have  been  tried. 
This  is  an  accessory  to  the  contract,  which  is 
provable  by  witnesses. 


Inglu 

V. 
CUNNINOHAK. 

for  by  the  terms 
of  a  written  con- 
tract between  the 
parties. 


Lord  Chief  Commissioner.*^!  have  given 
this  a  good  deal  of  consideration,  but  it  does 
not  appear  to  me  that  I  can  reject  this  evidence, 
as  I  cannot  judge  whether  it  is  inter  essentiaUa 
till  I  hear  it.  But  I  have  great  difficulty  on 
another  ground,  how  far  this  is  or  is  not  the 
explanation  of  a  written  contract  by  parol  evi- 
dence. The  case  at  Glasgow  was  a  specific 
issue,  and  the  practice  was  the  question  to  be 
tried*  In  cases  of  insurance,  being  in  re  meT' 
catoria,  proof  of  usage  has  been  admitted }  but 
the  propriety  of  this  has  beei).^doubted  by  some 
great  men.  Lord  Mansfield,  and  Lord  Ken- 
yon  admitted  it ;  but  in  the  case  of  Anderson 
V.  Pitchard  the  highest  legal  authority  now  in 


Kerr  v.  Marshall, 
1.  Mur.  Rep.  69. 
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iKOLiB         the  country  stated^  that  he  would  not  admit  it 
Cunningham.    «Ten  in  poUcies  of  insurance. 

In  matters  extrinsic  of  a  contract  parol  evi- 
dence is  admissible }  as  if  there  are  two  estates 
of  the  same  name,  you  may  prove  which  was 
intended,  but  you  cannot  prove  the  meaning  of 
tlie  contract.  There  is  a  great  difference  be« 
tween  explaining  the  meaning  of  a  contract,  or 
adding  to  it. 

In  policies  <^  insurance,  and  In  farms,  the 
usage  is  so  generally  known,  that  an  insurer  or 
farmer  is  held  to  know  it ;  but  I  doubt  if  the 
usage  of  quarries  is  in  the  same  situation.  But 
I  admit  thd  evidence,  because  the  usage  may 
be  so  flagrant  that  the  commissioners  could  not 
be  ignorant  of  it«  But,  though  I  admit  it,  I 
save  the  point,  and  this  allows  the  case  to  go  on 
to  a  verdict ;  and  if,  in  consequence  of  admit- 
ting it,  the  pursuer  gets  a  verdict,  the  Court 
will  be  moved  on  the  subject.  I  receive  it  sub- 
ject to  the  opinion  of  the  Court  on  the  admissi- 
bility of  the  evidence. 

Hope;  SoUGen.^  in  opening  for  the  de- 
fender, said.  This  is  an  important  question 
of  usage,  not  of  general  usage,  but  in  re- 
ference to  this  particular  contract,  whether  the 
defender  was  bound  to  secure  the  chips.     The 
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casfom  is  not  proved,  and  if  it  were,  the  ques- 
tion would  btiil  be,  whether  it  is  so  general 
that  it  must  have  been  known  to  the  commission^ 
ers,  and  formed  part  of  the  contract  made  with 
them  ?  But  we  shall  disprove  the  custom. 

The  defenders  were  not  proprietors  of  the 
quarry,  nor  had  they  any  right  to  open  quar- 
ries, except  by  agreement  with  Lord  Hadding- 
ton,  and  the  piursuer  knew  the  nature  of  their 
agreement.  There  was  an  arrangement  for  set- 
tling  this,  which  is  entered  in  the  minutes  of 
the  comnussioners. 


Ikolis 

It. 

Cunningham. 


An  objection  was  taken  to  the  minute-book   ^  minute-book 

"  kept  by  Com- 

being  produced.  mlssionew  for 

_^  iiftkiiiff  A  FOftd 

Load  Chief  C!oiCMZ8SiONEB.-<-If  you  pro-   wui  not  prove  a 
pose  to  mad  the  iainute4io(di:  to  show  the  na*-  ^gamst  a  £m 
tore  of  die  airangemcnt,  I  think  you  must  prove  ^'^^ 
diat  the  pursuer  was  privy  to  it.     The  minute 
stating  that  this  was  read  to  him  does  not  prove 
it  i  but  if  they  prore  that  it  was  read  to  him 
th^i  it  may  be  read  now. 

It  being  afterwards  admitted  that  the  pur- 
suer assented  to  a  reference  to  Baron  Clerk, 
the  Lord  Chief  Commisaoner  observed  that 
that  did  not  entitle  the  defenders  to  read  the 
minute. 

When  Baron  Cierk  was  called  as  a  witness. 
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One  of  several 
Commissionen 
for  making  a 
road  may  be 
called  as  a  wit- 
ness for  the 
others  as  to  facts 
for  which  be  is 
not  personally 
liable. 

I.  PhUlipps,  71, 
(ch.  5,  §  2.) 
Tait*s  Law  of 
Et.  376,  370. 


Ikglis  Cockbum. — He  is  a  commissioner,  and  as 

Cunningham,    such  a  party,  though  the  Commissioners  may  he, 

and  are  sued  by  their  officer. 

Hope,  SoU-Gen. — They  have  no  interest,  and 
are  therefore  admissible* 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — The  clause 
as  to  the  power  of  suing  and  liability  to  be 
sued  puts  the  commissioners  much  in  the  same 
situation  as  a  corporation ;  and  Mr  Tait  saya 
that  a  corporator  may  be  admitted.  In  Lord 
Fife's  case  the  distinction  was,  that  the  witness 
was  a  trustee  in  the  deed  under  reduction,  and 
had  a  salary. 

In  this  case,  however,  I  think  the  commission- 
ers must  be  received,  as  the  possibility  of  an  ac- 
tion being  brought  is  too  distant  an  interest.  It 
must  be  proved  that  they  have  done  some  act,  for 
which  money  may  be  taken  out  of  their  pocketa. 
They  are  in  the  same  situation  with  road  trus- 
tees  ;  and  in  a  great  cause  relative  to  a  west- 
em  district,  it  was  decided,  that  merely  being 
trustees  did  not  render  them  liable  in  damages, 
but  that  they  must  have  done  some  act,  binding 
themselves  personally. 

In  an  action  of       An  objoctiou  was  takcu  to  the  tacksman  of  the 

damaires  for  not  i*  i:ii«i        <i         i*«i  i 

seconng  to  the   quarry  being  asked  whether  the  chips  belonged 
d^^^^e  by    to  lii™i  or  the  pursuer. 


Clark  V,  Spence, 
3.  Mur.  Rep. 
453  and  465. 
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Lord  Chief  Commissioner*-— How  could 
this  verdict  be  evidence  in  his  favour  ?  He  has 
no  interest  in  the  cause*  The  doctrine  on  the 
subject  is  well  laid  down  in  England  in  a  case  on 
a  bill  of  exceptions. 

Cockbum  said,  The  evidence  for  the  defender 
confirmed  that  for  the  pursuer ;  and  that  all  bar- 
gains had  accessories :  That  this  case  depended 
on  usage,  and  that  cases  of  usage  had  been  toied 
as  to  writers,  to  trade,  and  to  j&rms:  Thid; 
what  he  contended  for  was  reasonable,  as  the 
quarry  must  be  kept  clear,  and  workmen  were 
entitled  to  the  chips  and  shapings  of  their  work. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — ^This  case  is 
of  importance  in  sevend  views.  The  issue  con- 
tains the  question,  and  an  admission  as  to  the 
contract,  which  is  a  regular  deed  drawn  with 
all  the  solemnities  required  by  the  law  of  Scot- 
land. Had  the  question  turned  on  the  con* 
tract,  it  never  could  have  been  here,  as  the 
Judge  in  the  Court  of  Session  would  not  hav^ 
sent  it,  unless  there  had  been  extraneous  mat- 
ter averred. 

The  parties  have  judiciously  referred  the 
amount  of  the  damages  to  arbitration. 

The  liability  of  the  defender  depends  on  the 


Inous 

cunninghah. 

bim   in   quany- 
ing  stones,  com- 
petent to  ask  the 
tenant  of  the 
quarry  whether 
these   chips  be- 
longed  to  him. 
Bent  V,  Baker. 
3  T.  R.  27. 
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iKGLis  oustoniy  usage,  or  practice  of  the  trade.  A 
Cunningham,  question  was  raised  as  to  the  admissibility  of 
"^^  parol  evidenee  in  this  case ;  and  if  you  fiiid  a 
verdict  for  the  pursuer,  and  the  Court  are  of 
opinion  that  the  evidence  was  improperly  ad? 
mitted,  then  a  new  trial  will  be  necessary; 
but  if  the  parties  are  satisfied  with  the  decision 
of  the  case,  then  it  is  at  an  end. 

I  hope  this  will  not  embarrass  youi  as  you 
must  consider  the  evidence  and  hold  that  it  waa 
properly  admitted  by  the  Court.  I  state  it  to 
you,  and  therefore  you  must  consider  it,  an4 
make  up  your  minds  whether  it  in  of  that  clear 
and  distinet  character  which  ought  to  c^mtro} 
a  written  deed  i  and  whether  the  practice  is  so 
gen«ral  through  the  country  th«(;  the  contract 
is  to  be  explained  by  it«  and  the  ipteation  pf 
the  parties  to  be  got  from  the  us^ge,  there  being 
nothing  in  the  instrument  entitling  the  purp^u^ 
to  the  chips.  Tbe  defender  has*  failed  to  gire 
him  the  chips ;  and  the  question  is,  wiiether  he 
was  bound  to  seeiire  them  to  him  ?  and  this  de* 
pends  oa  the  usage  and  the  acts  of  the  party. 

The  contract  is  specific  in  its  clauses,  and 
shows  that  this  quarry  was  not  the  property  of 
the  defender,  but  of  Lord  Haddington.  There 
is  no  question  as  to  the  sUm&^  to  be  used  on 
the  road,  but  this  being  a  cmtraet  as  to  paving. 
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the  question  is,  whether  the  pursuer  was  en-         Inolis 

titled  to  sell  the  chips  for  his  own  profit  ?  Cunningham. 

The  true  way  to  view  the  case  is  to  consider 
whether  the  evidence  proves  so  clear  and  uni- 
versal a  custom  as  required  a  clause  in  the  con- 
tract to  bar  it  or  prevent  its  operation.  For  if 
it  is  doubtfiil  in  its  nature,  and  if  the  knowledge 
of  it  was  limited^  then  it  does  not  require  such 
a  clause. 

You  must  also  consider  the  conduct  of  the 
pursuer,  as  that  has  been  proved,  and  the  nature 
of  the  claim  he  seems  to  have  made  to  these 
chips,  and  whether  it  proves^  that,  at  the  time 
he  first  made  it,  he  was  aware  of  the  clear  and 
universal  usage  for  which  he  now  contends. 
There  is  no  evidence  of  the  demand  having 
been  made  on  the  grouild  of  usage  from  August 
1818  till  the  date  of  the  summons  in  18@3. 

It  is  said  that  usage  is  admitted  in  other  cases 
to  control  contracts,  and  policies  of  insurance. 
Charter  parties,  and  agreements  as  to  farms,  have 
been  mentioned,  but  on  these  there  is  difference 
of  opinion  as  to  the  propriety  of  admitting  parol 
evidence,  though  it  is  now  too  late  to  vary  what 
has  been  done.  But  all  these  are  general  mat- 
ters known  to  all  merchants  and  all  farmers;  " 
and  being  universally  known  in  the  common 
transactions  of  mankind  must  bind  all  mankind. 

VOL.  IV*  F 
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But  is  the  present  c&se  of  that  description  ?  Is 
it  universal  in  its  character  and  clear  in  its 
proof?  If  it  is,  then  you  should  find  for  the 
pursuer,  but  ifnot,  then  for  the  defender.  One 
witness  stated  the  chips  to  be  a  perquisite  of  the 
quarrier ;  but  that,  if  he  did  not  take  them  at  the 
time,  he  was  not  entitled  to  use  the  roads  to 
carry  them  off  afterwards,  which  shows  the  ne» 
cessity  of  a  communing  with  Lord  Haddington ; 
and  the  question  to  consider  is.  Whether  the 
evidence  is  so  dear,  distinct,  unclouded,  and 
without  impediment,  as  to  make  out  a  clear  and 
universal  usage  ? 


Verdict — *'  For  the  pursuer,  damages  L.300." 

Ccekhum  and  Ruiherford,  for  the  Panuer. 

Hope,  SoL-Gen,,  and  L'Amy,  for  the  Defender. 

(Agents,  WiUiam  Mercer,  w.  s.,  and  Charles  Cunningham,  w.  s.) 


PEB8ENT, 
FOUm  LOBD8  COMMI88IOKEaS — LORD  GILLIES  ABSENT. 


182a 

July  12. 


LaNO  V.  LiLLIE. 


raott^nd  "batf    An  actiou  of  damages  for  assault  and  battery. 

tery. 

DfiFENCE.— The  pursuer  insulted  the  defen- 
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der  by  opprobrious  language,  and  assaulted  him 
first. 

ISSUES. 

*'  Whether,  on  or  about  the  27th  day  of  Sep* 
tember  1825,  at  or  near  Grangemouth,  in  the 
county  of  Stirling,  the  defender  did  violently 
«  assault  and  strike  the  pursuer  to  the  injury 
*^  and  damage  of  the  pursuer  ?    Or, 

<<  Whether,  at  the  time  and  place  aforesaid^ 
^*  the  pursuer  first  assaulted  the  defender  ?  " 


<c 


u 


Maitland  opened  the  case  for  the  pursuer, 
and  stated  the  facts. 


A  witness  was  asked  whether,  though  the 
pursuer  had  only  one  hand,  he  believed  that 
there  was  a  piece  of  wood  or  iron  at  the  end  of 
the  other  arm.  To  which  an  objection  was  taken. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — The  general 
belief  of  this  may  be  good  in  argument,  but  is 
not  a  subject  of  evidence  at  present.  It  may 
be  the  subject  of  evidence  in  the  course  of  the 
cause,  that  the  defender  used  his  stick  from  an 
apprehension  of  an  attack  by  this  wooden  hand, 
but  what  you  now  ask  is  his  belief,  which  may 
arise  from  what  he  was  told  by  others  ? 

Jeffrey y  for  the  defender  said.  The  pursuer 


In  an  action  for 
assault   brought 
by  a  person  with 
only  one  hand 
incompetent   to 
ask  whether  a 
witness  belieres 
that  the  pursuer 
has  a  hard  sub- 
stance at  the  end 
of  the  other  arm. 
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used  insulting  language,  and  came  on  board  the 
vessel  where  the  defender  was,  for  the  purpose  of 
attacking  him.  The  pursuer  is  quarrelsome, 
and  the  first  stroke  does  not  constitute  the  as- 
sault. 
In  an  action  for       ^n  objection  was  takcu  to  the  question.  What 

assault,  mcom-  *'  ^ 

petent  to  prove   was  the  pursucr's  purpose  in  coming  on  board 

toe  Dexiet  ot  a 

witness  as  to  the     the  VCSSel  ? 

pursuer's  pur-  _    „  ___,  ,      /•  t  •    . 

pose  in  coming      J^et/.r^When  the  facts  are  proved  it  is  com* 

towards  the  de-  ,       ,  i    ^i      •  •  j    r      ^i_  t 

fender.  potcut  to  ask  the  impressiou  made  by  them.     I 

might  ask  whether  the  witness  had  any  doubt 

that  the  pursuer  came  for  the  purpose  of  assault. 

HopCy  SoL-Gen.'—I£  the  defender  is  ready  to 

Hay  V.  Boyd,      provo  the  facts,  the  impression  is  of  no  conse- 

3Mur.  Rep.12.     ^  _    ./_  '^  ,       /.  , 

quence,  and  if  he  cannot  prove  the  uu:ts,  then 
it  is  equally  of  no  consequence. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner.— -It  is  compe- 
tent to  prove  the  acts^  but  I  doubt  if  you  can 
prove  the  impression  made  by  them  on  the 
witness.  I  think  it  is  according  to  the  con- 
stant course  of  proceeding  to  distinguish  be- 
tween the  conclusion  the  jury  are  to  draw  from 
the  facts,  and  that  which  is  drawn  by  the  wit- 
ness. There  are  two  questions  in  the  issue, 
and  if  it  is  competent  it  must  be  under  one 
or  other  of  them.  The  first  raises  a  question 
of  law,  whether  there  was  an  assault?  and  surely 
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the  witness  cannot  be  allowed  to  prove  his  opi-  i-ang 
nion  on  this  point,  but  must  be  confined  to  facts*  Lillie. 
The  same  rule  applies  to  the  question  of  damage. 
It  is  competent  to  prove  the  res  geSke  and 
concomitant  facts  ;  but  unless  there  is  some  im- 
perative rule  of  the  law  of  Scotland  to  the  con- 
trary, I  must  reject  this  evidence. 


an  ac- 
tion for  assault 


A  witness  beins  afterwards  asked  whether  9"-  J" 

o  ^  ^  tion  for 

the  pursuer  was  of  a  quarrelsome  disposition?   »»  it  competent 

*■  *  .    *•  to  ask  whether 

The  Lord  Chief  Commissioner  said,  he  was    the  pursuer  is 

-    .  of  a  quarrelsome 

averse  to  interfere,  but  that  he  doubted  the  com-   disposition  ? 
petency  of  the  question.     The  Solicitor-Gene- 
ral,  however,  having  stated  that  he  did  not  mean 
to  object,  and  reference  being  made  to  the  cases 
of  Senior  and  Lang  tried  at  Glasgow,  and  Ban- 
nerman's  case  tried  at  Perth,  the  question  was 
allowed  to  be  put,  Lord  Pitmilly  observing,  how-   Bannerman  v. 
ever,  that  the  marginal  note  in  Bannerman's  case   r^^49 
was  too  strongly  expressed. 

Hope^  SoL'Gen.f  contended,  That  the  on- 
ly  question  was  the  amount  of  damage,  as  no 
assault  by  the  pursuer  was  proved  :  That  the 
assault  was  to  be  judged  of  from  the  facts,  and 
not  the  opinion  of  the  witnesses. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — You  are  to 
lay  out  of  view  every  thing  that  is  not  proved, 
and  the  case  is  a  very  short  one.     There  is  a 
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counter-issue,  and  had  there  been  any  evidence 
of  an  assault  by  the  pursuer  there  would  have 
been  an  end  of  the  case.  This  question  turns 
on  what  in  law  is  an  assault ;  and  I  state  to  you 
that  there  must  be  a  physical  bodily  act ;  and 
that  words,  or  coming  forward,  or  furious  looks, 
do  not  amount  to  an  assault. 

Your  verdict  must  therefore  be  against  the  de- 
fender on  this  point.  The  next  question  is,  whe- 
ther he  struck  the  pursuer?  There  was  evidence 
on  both  sides,  and  the  witnesses  agree  as  to  the 
striking,  so  you  have  only  to  consider  the  dama« 
ges,  which  are  entirely  for  you.  They  ought 
not  to  be  given  as  a  punishment,  but  as  a  mo- 
derate  and  just  indemnification  for  the  injury. 


Verdict—"  For  the  pursuer,  damages  L.60.** 

Hope,  Sol.-'Gen.  and  Maiiland,  for  the  Pursuer^ 
Jeffrey  and  Cockburn,  for  the  Defender. 
(Agents,  Hotchkis  and  Meiklejohn,  w.  s.,  and  D,  ^  A.  Blackie^  w.  s.) 


PRESENT, 
LOBDS   CHIEF   COMMISSIONER,   FITMILLY,  AND   CRINGLETIE 
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Gordons  v.  Suttie,  and  Suttie  t;.  Aitchi* 

SON. 

difendfr  t[  I^^^    SusPENSiON  by  the  tcnauts  of  a  flint  mill  of  a 


nuestionagtothc   charge  ffiven  for  rent,  on  the  ground  that  the 

dimintttion  of  o     o  '  o 
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proprietor  had  allowed  the  conterminous  hen-  Gordoks 

tor  to  divert  the  water  from  the  mill.    There  Suttie, 

was  also  an  action  of  relief  and  damages  by  the  ^"^  Sdttie 

proprietor  against  that  heritor.  Aitchmon. 


the  power  of  a 
flinumill  by  the 
ISSUE.  alleged  abstrac- 


The  issue  contained  an  admission  of  the  lease 
and  warranty  of  the  mill  by  the  predecessor  of 
the  defender.     The  question  then  was, 

**  Whether  the  stream  of  water  which  was  em- 
**  ployed  in  driving  the  said  mill,  when  it  was 
*'  let  to  the  pursuers  in  April  1812,  has  been 
**  since  that  time  so  lessened  in  quantity,  or  di- 
"  verted  from  the  said  mill,  by  William  Aitehi- 
''  son  of  Drummore,  the  conterminous  heritor^ 
^*  as  to  diminish  the  power  of  the  said  mill  in 

performing  the  work  which  it  was  capable  of 

performing  at  the  time  the  lease  was  granted  ? 
^*  And,  Whether  the  diminution  or  diversion 
**  of  the  said  stream  was  caused  and  continued 
**  by  the  negligence,  or  by  the  permission  of 
''  the  defender,  to  the  loss  and  damage  of  the 
••  pursuers  ?'* 


tioD  of  water. 


In  the  action  of  damages  the  issue  was, 
^*  It  being  admitted  that  the  pursuer  is  pro* 
^*  prietor  of  the  lands  of  Prestongrange,  and  of 
'*  the  flint-mill  situate  at  the  foot  of  Preston- 
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c< 

€€ 
€€ 
(C 
(C 
€t 
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grange  avenue,  possessed  by  Robert  and 
George  Gordons  i 

^*  Whether  the  defender,  without  the  con- 
sent or  permission  of  the  pursuer,  did,  subse- 
quent to  the  month  of  April  181S,  divert 
from  the  said  mill  the  stream  of  water  belong* 
ing  to  the  same,  or  did  so  lessen  the  quanti- 
ty of  the  said  stream  as  to  diminish  the  pow- 
er of  the  said  mill,  to  the  loss  and  damage 
of  the  pursuer  ?" 


It  being  admit- 
ted  by  the  defen- 
ders, that  com- 
plaints were 
made  by  the  pur- 
suer, it  is  in- 
competent to 
give  in  evidence 
3ie  letters  con- 
taining these 
complaints. 


Before  proceeding  to  trial  it  was  agreed  that 
both  cases  should  be  tried  by  the  same  jury. 

Hunter  opened  the  case  for  the  pursuers,  and 
stated  the  facts,  and  described  the  di£Perent 
sources  of  the  mill-stream  from  a  plan,  a  copy 
of  which  was  given  to  the  jury.  That  the  da- 
mage was  more  than  the  rent ;  but,  even  if  it 
were  not  so  much,  he  was  not  bound  to  pay  rent 
for  a  useless  mill. 

It  was  proposed  by  the  Gordons  to  call  for 
a  letter  written  by  them  to  Sir  James  Suttie. 

Cockhurn  objected  to  the  production,  but  ad-* 
mitted  that  they  complained. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — You  cannot 
get  your  own  letter  to  prove  facts,  or  produce  an 
impression,  or  to  prove  the  manner  in  which 
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you  made  your  complaint.  You  have  called  for  Gordons 
it  for  the  purpose  of  proving  that  you  complain«  Suttie, 
ed,  but  that  is  admitted.  ^^^  ^uttie 

AlTCHISOK. 


At  the  close  of  the  evidence  for  the  pursuer,   Though  the  pur- 

suer  fails  in  ft 

his  Lordship  suggested  that  there  was  a  defect   material  part  of 
in  the  evidence,  which,  had  the  case  been  in   court  has  no 
England,  would  have  produced  a  nonsuit :  That   Sonsit  *° 
there  was  no  evidence  of  the  power  of  the  mill 
at  the  time  it  was  let,  the  only  evidence  being 
of  the  diminution  of  the  water. 

Mr  Murray  admitted  that  two  of  the  witnes- 
ses got  confused,  and  that  the  precise  amount 
of  damage  was  not  proved ;  but  contended  that 
the  loss  of  the  subject  let  was  proved.  On 
the  other  side,  Mr  Cockbum  said,  the  ques- 
tion does  not  turn  on  the  abstract  proposition 
that  the  water  was  diminished,  but  there  are 
three  facts  which  must  be  made  out :  That 
the  stream  was  diverted  ;  that  it  was  by  Aitchi- 
son ;  by  consent  of  Sir  James  Suttie.  The 
proof  is  of  operations  by  Aitchison  in  1822;  and 
it  is  proved  that  before  that  year  no  work  was 
done  at  the  mill. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner.— The  difficul- 
ty in  this  case  is,  that  the  issue  is  as  to  the  power 
of  the  mill.     It  is  said  the  power  is  taken  away, 
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but  the  power  at  the  date  of  the  lease  is  not 
proved.  No  doubt  it  is  true  as  an  abstract  pro- 
position, that,  if  the  water  employed  in  driving 
it  is  diminished,  the  power  is  diminished.  But 
then  the  question  is  on  the  power,  and  that 
ought  to  have  been  proved. 

This  is  a  great  example  of  the  necessity  of 
the  power  to  nonsuit  being  introduced  into  this 
Court  i  but  I  have  here  no  power  thus  to  with- 
draw the  case  from  the  jury,  which  would  en- 
able the  party  to  bring  his  case  in  a  better  form. 

If  it  goes  to  them  on  the  merits,  the  verdict 
must  settle  the  case. 

It  is  in  evidence  that  part  of  the  water  diver- 
ted by  Aitchison  was  his  own,  and  in  the  cir- 
cumstances of  this  case  it  would  have  been 
better  had  the  tenant  not  withheld  his  whole 
rent,  and  had  the  agent  for  Sir  James  agreed 
to  a  deduction. 


Cockbum,  in  opening  the  case  for  the  defen- 
der, said,  The  pursuer  was  bound  to  prove  that 
water  was  taken  from  the  stream ;  that  it  was 
so  taken  by  Aitchison  j  and  that  it  was  by  con- 
sent of  the  defender.  But  he  had  failed  in  prov- 
ing that  a  drop  of  water  was  taken  from  the 
stream.  The  water  might  be  diminished,  but 
that  was  by  draining  and  other  operations,  over 
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which  the  defender  had  no  control.  The  only 
water  which  is  not  allowed  to  flow  into  the 
stream  is  that  raised  by  a  steam-engine  by  Ait- 
chison ;  and  I  say  to  the  jury  in  common  sense, 
and  I  say  to  the  Court  in  law,  that  he  is  not  bound 
to  work  this  engine  to  supply  the  water,  nor  is 
he  bound  to  make  it  run  in  one  direction  rather 
than  another. 


Gordons 

V, 

SUTTIE, 

AND  SuTTlE 

V« 
AlTCHISON. 


Lord  Chief  Commissioner.— -As  this  case 
is  to  be  decided  on  its  merits,  I  am  glad  that  it 
underwent  some  discussion  before  the  present 
address  \  for  there  is  matter  both  for  the  Court 
and  the  jury.  This  issue  arises  out  of  a  com- 
mon transaction,  a  lease,  in  which  the  tenant 
withholds  his  rent,  alleging  that  the  landlord 
failed  in  what  he  warranted. 

Here  your  duty  is  performed  by  taking  the 
views  of  law,  and  construction  of  the  issue  from 
the  Court,  and  considering  the  fact,  which  is 
more  peculiarly  for  you,  and  then  finding  gene- 
rally for  the  pursuer  or  defender.  There  are  in 
fact  two  issues,  and  these  may  branch  into  parti- 
culars ;  but  the  question  to  consider  is.  Whether 
what  was  warranted  in  181S  has  been  lost  by 
the  negligence  of  the  defender  ? 

You  must  then  consider  whether  it  is  proved 
that  the  water  was  taken  from  the  running 
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stream ;  for  a  running  stream  must  run  in  the 
same  quality  and  quantity  as  in  time  past ;  but 
I  cannot  lay  it  down  as  a  general  rule,  that  a 
proprietor  of  higher  lands  is  not  to  drain  them, 
or  that  he  is  bound  to  allow  the  surface  water 
to  flow  in  the  same  direction  as  formerly. 

As  to  the  water  from  the  distillery,  I  hold 
that  no  landlord  could  be  bound  to  warrant 
that  the  water  collected  there  should  be  thrown 
into  the  strean.  To  incur  a  liability  from  ne- 
gligence there  must  have  been  an  obligation  to 
care  and  diligence  on  the  part  of  the  defender  ; 
and  to  subject  him  for  granting  permission  to 
do  any  thing  there  must  have  been  a  power  to. 
prevent  it  being  done.  In  the  present  case 
there  was  no  such  obligation  or  power  in  the 
defender. 

With  respect  to  the  water  from  the  coal-pit, 
it  appears  that  this  was  water  raised  on  the  land 
of  Mr  Aitchison  by  means  of  machinery,  and 
there  was  no  obligation  on  him  to  continue  to 
work  it,  or  to  make  the  water  flow  into  the 
stream.  If  the  water  was  produced  by  the 
operation  of  nature,  by  a  spring  or  a  coal  level, 
it  is  a  material  question  whether  that  must  not 
be  allowed  to  flow  in  the  same  manner  as  here- 
tofore ;  but  when  it  is  produced  by  the  operation 
of  man,  by  machinery,  I  think  it  impossible  to 
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say  that  it  was  part  of  the  ancient  stream  which 
the  defender  was  bound  to  warrant. 

There  is  evidence  that  the  water  is  insuffi* 
cient  for  the  mill ;  but  is  there  any  evidence 
of  water  having  been  abstracted  ?  The  evidence 
shows  that  there  was  a  deficiency  of  water  prior 
to  the  Iease»  and  that  no  flint  was  ground  at 
the  mill  in  181S ;  and  the  issue  is,  whether  the 
water  is  diminished,  so  as  to  lessen,  &c.  To  sup- 
port this  issue  the  pursuer  ought  first  to  have 
proved  the  work  it  could  have  done  in  1 8 1 2  ;  but 
there  is  no  such  evidence.  If  I  am  wrong  in 
the  construction  of  the  issue,  there  is  a  remedy 
in  the  Court  of  Session.  On  the  evidence  I 
think  there  ought  to  be  a  verdict  for  the  de- 
f(^nder. 

Verdict — For  the  defender. 


Go aBONs 

V, 

SuTTIEy 

AND  SUTTIE 

V, 
AlTCHISOK. 


In  the  case  of  Suttie  v.  Aitchison,  his  Lord- 
ship said,  that  of  course  Mr  Aitchison  must  go 
clear  out  of  Court  j  and  the  case  was  settled, 
the  pursuer  consenting  that  the  defender  should 
have  the  whole  benefit  he  would  have  derived 
from  a  verdict  in  his  favour. 


J.  A.  Murray  and  Hunter,  for  Grordons. 
Cochbum  and  Dundas,  for  Suttie. 
Jeffrey  and  Sandford^  for  Aitchison. 
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Alexander  v.  Macdonald. 


1826, 
July  15. 


Damages  by  a  professor  in  a  university  against 
^  amages  or  a   ^j^^  editor  of  a  newspaper  for  a  libel. 

Defence. — The  words  published  are  not 
calumnious  or  actionable.  They  are  substan- 
tially true. 

ISSUE. 

The  issue  was,  whether  the  words  represented 
the  pursuer  as  ^^  unfit  for  the  discharge  of,  or 
^*  as  neglecting  his  duty  as  a  professor  ?  Or 
^^  whether  the  class  was  in  a  state  of  insubordi- 
**  nation,''  &c. 

Robertson  opened  the  case  and  stated  the 
facts. 

J^e^y  for  the  defender  said,  This  is  an  ill- 
advised  case,  but  one  in  which  I  appear  not 
only  in  defence  of  an  honest  tradesman,  but 
also  in  defence  of  free  discussion. 

It  may  be  a  libel  on  the  scholars,  but  not  on 
the  professor,  to  publish  falsely  that  a  class  is 
in  a  state  of  insubordination.     But  you  are  not 
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to  strain  words  to  find  out  malice,  especially  in  a    Alexander 
newspaper,  and  when  an  apology  was  offered,    macdonald. 

Cockburn  said.  That  such  an  allegation  was 
most  injurious  to  a  professor.  If  an  apology 
equal  to  a  retractation  had  been  offered  it  would 
have  been  accepted.  The  name  of  the  author 
was  refused.  No  man  can  state  too  strongly 
the  advantages  of  a  free  press,  but  it  must  keep 
to  general  discussion,  and  not  attack  private 
character. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — Much  has 
been  said  of  the  liberty  of  the  press  to  induce 
you  to  find  a  verdict  for  the  defender ;  but  that 
is  a  subject  with  which  here  we  have  nothing  to 
do,  though  we  must  feel  anxious  that  nothing 
done  here,  or  in  any  Court,  should  interfere  with 
that  great  public  right.  By  the  law  of  the  coun- 
try every  one  is  free  to  publish,  but  is  liable  to 
prosecution  or  action  for  what  he  so  publishes ; 
and  you  must  deal  with  the  present  case  accor- 
ding tp  the  evidence  and  sound  sense.  You 
are  not  to  put  any  strained  construction,  or  far- 
fetched meaning  on  the  words,  to  draw  them 
into  a  libel,  but  are  to  judge  of  them  according 
to  the  sense  of  mankind. 

Libel  or  no  is  a  question  for  the  Court ;  and 
we  are  of  opinion  that  the  words  are  libellous, 
but  the  pursuer  has  limited  himself  to  a  parti- 
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Alexander    eular  meaning  of  the  words,  and  you  are  to  judge 
MacdoVald.    whether  he  has  put  the  true  one,  and  whether 

they  represent  him  as  unfit  for  the  situation  of 
professor,  or  as  having  neglected  his  duty. 

There  are  many  protected  cases,  and  in  these 
it  is  necessary  to  state  malice,  which  may  be 
proved  either  from  the  false  and  calumnious 
nature  of  the  libel,  or  by  direct  evidence  ;  but 
where  there  is  no  protection,  the  law  infers 
malice  from  the  falsehood  and  calumny.  The 
present  must  stand  as  an  unprotected  libel,  as 
this  is  a  subject  which  a  newspaper  is  not  en- 
titled to  discuss. 

On  the  second  issue  the  pursuer  anticipated 
the  case  of  the  defender,  by  proving  the  false- 
hood; and  though  it  is  to  be  regretted  that 
such  a  case  was  brought,  yet  we  cannot  con- 
trol a  party  in  bringing  his  action.  It  is  fair 
to  state  the  paragraph  in  a  subsequent  paper, 
though  it  goes  only  in  mitigation  of  damages* 
If  you  find  a  verdict  for  the  pursuer,  you. must 
also  assess  the  damages,  as  money  is  the  only 
measure  which  a  court  of  common  law  can  ap- 
ly  in  estimating  the  injury. 


Verdict — "  For  the  pursuer,  damages  L.50. 

Cockbum  and  Robertson^  for  the  pursuer. 
Jtlfrey,  for  the  defender* 
(Agents,  Waiter  Cooky  w.  s.,  and  Ramsay  and  ImriCy  w.  s.) 
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PRESENT, 
LORD    CRINGLETIE. 


Andersons 

V. 

Jeffrey, 


Andersons  v.  Jeffrey.  i826. 

July  18. 

An  action  for  proving  the  tenor  of  a  trust-dis-    FindiDg  that  a 
position  and  deed  of  settlement  alleged  to  be   strayed  after  the 
destroyed  after  the  death  of  the  granter.  k^  of  it,  wuh-*" 

out  his  direc- 
tions or  authori- 

ISSUE.  ty- 

^*  It  being  admitted  that  a  deed  of  settlement ' 
**  was  executed  by  the  late  Hugh  Anderson,  the 
**  father  of  the  pursuers,  and  that  the  same  does 
**  not  now  exist; 

^*  Whether  the  said  deed  of  settlement,  and 
"  any  codicils  added  thereto,  were  or  were  not 
destroyed,  with  the  knowledge,  or  by  the  di- 
rections or  authority  of  the  deceased  ?** 


€€ 
if 


Skene  opened  the  case  for  the  pursuer,  and 
stated,  That  the  deed  was  executed  in  1607> 
and  a  codicil  added  in  March  1816 ;  that  some 
of  the  family  wished  to  alter  the  deed,  but  the 
granter  being  in  ejctremis  this  was  impracticable, 
and  the  eldest  son  took  it  to  Edinburgh  to  con- 
sult counsel,  and  on  his  return  it  was  destroyed. 
This  made  the  heritable  property  descend  to  the 
eldest  son,  who  possessed  it  for  three  years,  and 

VOL.  IV.  G 
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at  the  end  of  that  period  executed  a  deed,  re- 
placing some  of  his  relations  in  the  same  situa- 
tion as  they  had  been  in  his  father's  deed  ;  but 
this  having  been  done  within  a  short  period  of  his 
bankruptcy,  the  trustee  for  his  creditors  brought 
a  reduction  of  it  on  the  act  1681,  as  a 
conveyance  to  a  conjunct  and  confident  person 
without  just  or  necessary  cause.  In  this  action 
the  Court  held  it  necessary  to  prove  the  tenor 
of  the  former  deed,  and  we  submit  to  the  Court 
that  the  judgments  in  the  reduction,  and  the 
examination  of  havers,  being  between  the  same 
parties,  and  in  fact  the  same  cause,  are  evidence 
in  this  cause. 

It  is  impossible  that  the  deed  could  be  de- 
stroyed by  the  father,  or  even  by  his  direction ; 
for  if  he  directed  the  opinion  of  counsel  to  be 
taken,  then  we  must  hold  that  this  opinion  was 
to  be  acted  on,  and  the  opinion  given  was,  that 
the  deed  should  not  be  destroyed. 


Incompetent  to 
give  in  evidence 
in  one  case  an 
interlocutor  pro- 
nounced in  ano- 
ther between  the 
same  parties. 


When  an  interlocutor  of  Lord  Alloway  in 
the  reduction  was  produced,  in  which  his  Lord- 
ship found  it  instructed  by  the  oaths  of  havers 
that  the  settlement  had  been  destroyed  after 
Mr  Anderson's  death. 

Cockburn  objects.  It  is  in  another  cause  not 
conjoined  with  this. 
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Jeffrey. — This  cause  arises  out  of  the  reduc-  Anderson^ 

tion,  and  is  a  mere  step  in  it ;  the  subject  and  Jeff&ey. 

the  parties  are  the  same,  and  this  interlocutor  ^^'^^"^ 
is  necessary  to  show  the  matter  still  in  dispute. 

Lord  Cringletie. — I  wish  to  know  the 
authorities  for  admitting  in  one  cause  evidence 
taken  in  another.  It  appears  to  me  impossible 
to  lay  this  opinion  of  Lord  AUoway  as  to  the 
destruction  of  the  deed  before  the  jury  \  they 
must  judge  for  themselves. 

Cockhum. — ^This  is  clearly  inadmissible. 
The  parties  are  not  the  same ;  but  if  they  were, 
a  party  may  make  an  admission  in  one  cause 
as  a  thing  of  no  consequence,  which  he  is  by  no 
means  bound  by  in  another,  where  it  is  of  con- 
sequence. 

Jeffrey. — The  defender  is  a  party  in  both 
processes,  and  the  ultimate  question  is  the  same 
in  both.  In  England  it  is  incompetent  to  pro- 
duce a  verdict  against  a  stranger,  but  here 
the  party  objecting  is  the  same.  I  •  Fhillipps, 
319*  Russel  V.  Cunningham,  13th  February 
1664,  Mor.  14028.  Town  of  Edinburgh  v. 
Earl  of  Lothian,  9th  Janu^y  167^»  Mor. 
14029*  Duke  of  Gordon  v.  Lady  H.  Gordon, 
2d  November  1748,  Mor.  14045. 

The  parties  expected  a  judgment  in  the  re« 
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Andersons 

V. 

Jeffrey. 


duction,  but  the  Court  sent  this  issue,  which 
is  rather  awkwardly  expressed,  and  is  conclu- 
sive of  the  point. 

Cockburn. — If  this  is  produced  as  a  verdict 
or  judgment,  and  is  probatio  probata^  then 
there  is  no  use  in  this  trial. 


Lord  Cringletie.**-!  cannot  hold  the 
judgment  of  Lord  Alloway  as  conelu^ve,  or 
admit  it  to  trammel  the  jury.  If  this  is  to  be 
held  probatio  probata^  it  is  most  extraordinary 
that  this  issue  should  have  been  sent  to  try 
whether  the  deed  was  destroyed  with  the  testa* 
tor's  knowledge,  or  by  his  authority. 


Rpence  v,  Clark, 
3  Mur.  Rep. 
454. 


Answers  to  a 
condescendence 
in  another  cause 
admitted  as  evi- 
dence that  the 
party  made  the 
admission,  but 
not  as  conclusive 
of  the  fact 


It  was  then  proposed  to  put  in  the  deposi* 
tion  of  Mr  Crawford,  the  writer  to  whom  the 
son  had  applied,  and  who  had  been  examined 
as  a  haver,  but  was  since  dead. 

Mr  Cockburn  at  first  objected,  that  the  exa« 
mination,  being  taken  inthe  reduction,  wasinad- 
missible ;  but  afterwards  withdrew  his  objection. 
But  when  the  answers  to  the  revised  condescen- 
dence in  the  reduction  were  put  in,  he  objected 
that  it  was  not  evidence  against  him,  as  it  might 
not  be  his  interest  in  one  case  to  contest  points 
which  were  important  in  another.  Mr  Jefirey  ad- 
mitted that  he  was  not  entitled  to  produce  a 
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generd  pleading,  but  answers  to  a  condescen*     Andersons 
dence  were  not  of  that  nature,  and,  being  in      J£ff'rey. 
another  cause,  was  of  no  consequence,  as  he 
might  prove  an  extrajudicial  admission. 

Lord  Cringletib. — ^In  the  Court  of  Session, 
in  one  case  the  declaration  of  a  bankrupt  was 
held  evidence  against  his  creditors,  and  this 
must  be  held  the  declaration  of  the  party  signed 
by  his  counsel ;  but  I  do  not  think  it  such  en 
admission  as  excludes  proof  of  it  being  untrue* 
It  only  proves  that  the  party  made  the  admission* 


When  copies  of  letters  which  passed  be« 


The  letter  of  a 
trustee  on  a 


tween  one  of  the  pursuers  and  a  former  trustee  ^»nk™pt  estate 

*^  not  admitted  as 

for  the  creditors  of  James,  the  eldest  son,  were   evidence  against 

his  successor. 

produced, 

Cockbum  and  More  objected. — These  were 
written  with  a  view  to  compromise  a  dispute, 
and  they  are  not  admissions  of  a  party,  but  the 
private  letters  of  the  trustee*  The  former  trus- 
tee is  not  a  party,  and  we  are  not  to  be  affected 
by  his  acts,  as,  instead  of  giving  these  to  his  sue* 
cesser  in  office,  he  gave  them  to  his  opponent. 

Jeffrey. "^^i  they  were  written  with  a  view 
to  a  compromise,  they  cannot  be  produced,  but 
this  is  not  the  case.  They  must  be  produced, 
as  they  are  statements  by  a  party  of  facts  con- 
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anbebsons       sistent  with  his  own  knowledge,  and  important 

to  the  cause. 


V. 

Jeffrey. 


Lord  Cringlbti£.«— It  is  clear,  that,  if  this 
is  a  confidential  correspondence,  the  trustee 
ought  not  to  produce  it.  The  former  trustee  is 
not  here,  and  this  is  opposed  foy  the  present  trus- 
tee«  I  do  not  think  they  are  evidence  against 
the  present  trustee.  It  is  a  very  delicate  ques- 
tion, however,  and  the  difficulty  is,  that,  though 
the  Court  cannot  compel  the  production,  yet 
how  can  it  shut  its  eyes  when  the  letters  are 
produced  ? 


An  agent  in  one 
cause  inadmissi- 
ble as  a  witness 
in  another  aris- 
ing out  of  it,  ex- 
cept as  to  the  ex- 
ecution of  a 
deed. 

Gilchrist  o. 
Dempster*  3 
Mur.  Rep.  364. 
M'Neill  u. 
M'NeiU,  3  Mur. 
Rep.  150. 
Carmichael  v. 
Tait  and  Fraser, 
7th  Dec.  1822. 


A  witness  was  called  who,  it  was  said,  had 
acted  as  agent  in  the  original  cause.  The  wit« 
ness  was  examined  in  initialibus. 

Cockbum. — He  has  a  direct  intei'cst  in  the 
cause,  as  he  shares  in  the  profit ;  but  he  may 
be  examined  to  the  execution  of  the  deed. 

jfe^ey.— He  is  a  necessary  witness.  In 
Gibson's  case  he  had  advised  the  action,  but 
gave  up  upon  seeing  that  he  would  be  required 
as  a  witness.  The  objection  of  agency  is  not 
one  of  interest,  but  partiality.  He  is  not  agent 
in  this  cause. 


Lord  Cringletie. — The  only  dificulty  here 
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18  from  the  previous  part  of  this  cause,  in  which 
the  witness  was  the  proper  agent,  and  was  the 
sole  director,  and  in  which  he  could  not  have 
been  examined.  This,  though  a  separate  cause, 
arises  out  of  the  reduction,  and  depends  on  the 
same  facts  ;  and  though  this  cause  has  been  con- 
ducted by  his  partner,  yet  in  the  situation  in 
which  he  stands  in  reference  to  both  causes^  I 
consider  him  subject  to  the  contamination  of  par- 
tial counsel,  and  that  he  is  interested  to  support 
this  cause.  This  contamination  is  radical,  and 
I  cannot  separate  the  one  from  the  other.  But 
it  is  admitted  that  he  may  be  examined  as  to 
the  execution  of  the  codicil  and  the  state  of  Mr 
Anderson's  mind  at  that  date,  and  I  have  no 
hesitation  in  admitting  him  to  that  extent. 


Andebbons 

V. 

Jeffrey. 


In  the  course  of  his  examination  the  witness   circumstances  in 

which  It  was 

was  asked.  What  instructions  did  Jamest  the  iound  incompe. 

•  1  11  r*  1      ^^^  ^  prove 

son,  give  you  when  you  wrote  the  letter,  loth  the  instnieaons 

A      -1  lOiAo  given  for  wriu 

April  1810?  ingalctter. 

Cockbum  objects, — I  af^ear  for  the  tmstee 
for  his  creditors,  and  though  I  admit  the  letter, 
I  cannot  be  affected  by  what  James  either  said 
or  did.  He  could  not  be  called  as  a  wit- 
ness for  his  mother  or  brother,  and  it  is  still 
less  competent  to  prove  what  he  said.  Can  a 
bankrupt  be  allowed  to  ruin  his  creditors  by 
what  he  chooses  to  say  ? 
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^y*" 


A  bankrupt  not 
a  competent 
witness  as  to 
matter  affecting 
the  bankrupt 
estate. 

Lindsay  v.  Chap- 
man, 23d  Feb. 
1826.    Glen, 
dinning  v. 
Brown,  Dec.  8, 
I8L4.    Smitli 
V.  Bank  of 
Scot.   Dec,   7) 
1826.     Simpson 


Jeffr  ey^'^lt  is  competent  to  prove  the  trans- 
action by  this  witness,  and  also  what  James 
said.  Had  he  been  solvent,  be.  would  have 
been  the  party  in  the  cause  ;  and  being  insol- 
vent does  not  vary  the  principle. 

Lord  Cringletie* — There  are  two  ques- 
tions, Whether  this  is  a  witness  to  be  received  on 
the  points  ?  and  whether  the  points  may  be  pro- 
ved ?  I  doubt  if  the  witness  is  admissible  to  prove 
this.  If  he  had  been  called  to  prove  a  fact,  that 
he  saw  the  testator  throw  the  deed  into  the  fire, 
or  that  he  saw  the  embers  of  it  after  it  was  burned, 
the  case  might  be  different ;  but  this  is  to  prove 
statanents  by  an  interested  party.  I  at  first 
hesitated,  and  thought  him  admissible  to  prove 
the  instructions  for  the  letter  ;  but  as  the  letter 
is  now  admitted,  I  am  inclined,  on  the  whole, 
to  hold  him  inadmissible  to  prove  any  state- 
ments by  James. 

When  the  bankrupt  was  called, 

Cockbum  objects,-~He  has  an  interest  or  bias 
which  disqualifies  him.  According  to  the  open- 
ing he  destroyed  the  deed,  and  kept  possession 
of  the  property  for  years,  and  within  six  months 
of  his  bankruptcy  he  attempts  to  cheat  his  cre- 
ditors on  the  plea  of  duty  and  affection. 

V,  Macfarlane,  and  Gibsons  v.  Marr,  3  Mur.  Rep.  194  and  963. 
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J^^* — I  admit  that  he  was  guilty  of  a 
great  iaipropriety,  and  in  one  sense  of  a  fraud, 
in  destroying  the  first  deed ;  but  the  execution 
of  the  other  was  meritorious.  Where  there  is 
penuria  lestium  near  relations  are  admitted  in 
secret  transactions. 
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Andersons 

V, 

Jeffrey. 


Lord  CRiNGii£Ti£.«— I  have  no  doubt  on 
the  subject.  In  many  cases  the  oath  of  the 
bankrupt  is  taken^  but  that  is  on  a  reference. 
I  have  not  a  notion  that  he  is  competent  as  a 
witness. 


The  mother  and  brother-in-law  were  then 
called,  but  rejected  on  the  same  principle. 

Cochburny  in  opening  for  the  defender. — It 
is  a  relief  to  find  that  the  pursuer  has  failed 
in  attempting  to  prove  not  one  but  a  success 
sion  of  frauds*  The  old  man  was  absolute  pro- 
prietor of  the  deed,  and  the  l^al  presumption 
is,  that  he  destroyed  it ;  and  there  is  no  motive 
which  his  &mily  could  have  to  do  so  but  what 
would  equally  influence  him. 

LoR0  Crikgletie.— You  have  been  so  long 
detained  that  I  shall  make  as  few  remarks  as 
possible.  From  the  issue  you  will  think  the 
case  simple;  but  there  has  been  much  legal 


The  mother  and 
brother  of  a 
bankrupt  inad- 
missible as  wit- 
nesses to  prove 
matters  affect- 
ing the  estate. 
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Andersons     discussion  in  which,  if  I  was  wrong  in  my  de» 
jErriiEY-      cisions,  the  Court  will  correct  them.     You 
have  only  to  judge  of  the  evidence  before 
you»  and  must  attend  to  the  fact.    It  is  admit- 
ted that  the  father  executed  a  settlement ;  and 
it  is  proved  that  he  added  a  codicil  a  short 
time  before  his  death,  in  order  to  secure  the 
share  of  one  of  his  daughters  whose  husband 
became  banknipt.  He  died  in  April  1816 ;  and 
it  appears  from  the  after  correspondence  that 
his  son  delayed  making  up  titles.     In  1819  the 
son  executed  a  deed  conveying  away  his  proper- 
ty ;  and  having  become  bankrupt,  the  trustee 
for  his  creditors  brought  a  reduction  on  the 
statute,  and  the  questions  upon  it  are,  Whether 
. ,  he  was  solvent ;  and  whether  it  was  without 
just  and  necessary  cause  ?    The  Court  postpon- 
ed consideration  of  the  first  question.     On 
the  second  it  was  said  that  there  was  a  deed 
by  the  father ;  and  the  Court  of  Session  held, 
that,  to  prove  that  there  was  just  and  necessary 
cause,  the  existence  of  that  deed  must  be  esta- 
blished, and  that  it  contained  the  same  provi- 
sions with  the  one  by  the  bankrupt. 

The  question  here  is,  Whether  the  deed  ex- 
isted after  the  father's  death,  and  whether  he 
left  orders  to  destroy  it  ?    On  these  questions,  . 
the  circumstances  in  which  it  was  executed  are 
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of  importance,  and  particularly  the  codicil  being     Andersonb 
added  a  short  time  before  his  death,  since  it  is      Jeffrey. 
not  probable  that  he  would  add  a  codicil  to  a 
deed  which  he  meant  to  destroy.     Its  being 
sent  to  Edinburgh  is  also  important,  and  the 
purpose  of  it  being  sent.    It  is  also  of  conse- 
quence to  ascertain  whether  it  was  the  original 
deed,  or  a  copy  which  was  sent ;  because  if  it 
was  the  original  it  proves  that  it  was  in  the  bank- 
rupt's hands  j  and  as  it  is  pretty  well  made  out 
that  he  had  not  returned  home  at  the  time  of 
his  father's  death,  it  could  not  be  destroyed  by 
the  father. 

Is  there  then  any  proof  that  he  directed  it  to 
be  destroyed  ?  In  point  of  law,  I  say  to  you 
that  there  is  no  evidence  of  such  direction. 
You  are  therefore  to  take  the  whole  circum* 
stances  into  consideration,  and  make  up  your 
minds  whether  it  was  in  existence  after  the 
death  of  the  father. 

Verdict — **  That  the  deed  was  in  existence 
**  after  the  death  of  Hugh  Anderson,  and  that 
**  it  was  destroyed  without  his  directions  or  au- 
"  thority." 

Jeffrey  and  Skene,  for  the  Pursuer. 

Cockburn  and  More,  for  the  Defender. 

(Agents^  C.  J.  F,  Orr^  w.  s.  and  W,  and  A,  O.  EUit.) 


108  GASES  TRIED  IN  July  19, 


F&ESENT, 


Callendar 

EdDINGTONj 
£]>1>INGT0N 

**•      ^  load  gillies. 

Morison's 

Trustees.  =^ 


July  19.        Callendar  v.  Eddington,  Eddinoton  v. 
"^'"'^'^^^  Morison's  Trustees. 

Damages  for  io« 

^s^hy^pro-  An  ^^^^  ^^  damages  for  injury  done  to 

Ste  founStio^^  a  house  in  Edinburgh,  by  making  a  sunk 

h^  *"  »<ijo^ing  story  to  the  immediate  adjoining  house  j  and  an 

consent  tha{  an  action  of  relief  against  the  persons  who  feued 

action  of  relief  ^  iii/»ix^ 

should  be  dis.      the  ground,  as  by  the  plan  the  defender,  Ed- 
verdict  had  been  dingtou,  was  bound  to  make  a  sunk  story* 

returned  for  the 
defenders  in  it. 

Defence  for  Eddington. — That  he  carried 
on  the  operations  within  his  own  premises  in  a 
proper  manner,  and  any  injury  following  must 
have  arisen  from  the  insufficiency  of  the  pur- 
suer's gable. 

For  Morison's  Trustees. — If  any  injury  was 
done  to  the  house  it  was  not  by  operations  sanc- 
tioned by  them.. 

ISSUES. 

*^  Whether  (in  summer,  or  the  beginning  of 
**  autumn  1825,)  certain  operations  were  im- 
'*  properly  carried  on  by  the  defender,  or  those 
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<<  acting  under  his  authority,  by  d%ging  or  ex- 
^^  cavating  the  ground  adjoining  to,  or  in  the 
"  immediate  neighbourhood  of  a  house,  the 
"  property  of  the  pursuer,  situated  in  West 
'<  Maitland  Street,  in  the  city,  or  in  the  county 
<<  of  Edinburgh,  whereby  the  said  house  was 
'*  injured  or  deteriorated,  to  the  loss  and  da- 
^<  mage  of  the  pursue  ? 


In  the  action  of  relief. 

*<  It  being  admitted  that  the  pursuer  feued 
from  the  defenders  a  piece  of  ground  in 
West  Maitland  Street,  Edinburgh,  immedi- 
ately to  the  west  of  a  house,  the  property  of 
Sharp  Callender,  pursuer  in  a  summons  of 
damages,  in  relief  of  which  this  action  has 
been  raised  ;  and  that, 'by  the  minutes  of 
contract,  the  pursuer  became  bound  to  erect 
a  dwelling<house,  according  to  a  plan  there- 
in referred  to  ;  and  that  the  said  tenement 
should  consist  of  a  sunk  storey  and  three 
stories  above  the  same  ;  and  that  the  pursuer 
did  on  or  about 

**  proceed  to  excavate  the  said 
ground,  for  the  purpose  of  executing  the 
sunk  storey  aforesaid  :— 
"  Whether  the  said  operations  were  carried 
on  in  a  proper  and  workmanlike  manner,  and 


(C 

if 

$i 


Callensar 

V. 

Eddimgtok^ 
Eddington 

V, 

Morison's 
Trustees. 
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Callendab 

Eddingtok, 
Eddington 

V. 

Morison's 
Trustees. 


**  in  the  manner  the  least  calculated  to  injure 
the  adjacent  tenement,  the  property  of  the 
foresaid  Sharp  Callender  ?  And  whether  the 
said  operations  produced  damage  to  the  said 
Sharp  Callender^  for  which  the  defenders  are 

*•  bound  to  relieve  the  pursuers  ?** 


<( 


ti 


€t 


it 


Robertson  opened  the  case,  and  stated  the 
facts,  and  that  the  defender  must  not  only  re- 
pair the  house,  but  pay  damages  for  the  perma- 
nent injury  done  to  it 


A  report  by 
tradesmen   ad- 
mitted in  evi- 
dence  and  read 
to  the  Jury,  the 
witnesses  swear- 
ing that  the  con- 
tents were  true. 


Robertson  v. 
Strang,   I2th 
May  1825.  4Sh. 
and  Dun.  6. 


'  Certain  persons  who  had  been  called  to  in^ 
spect  the  house  made  a  report  of  their  opinion, 
which  was  read  without  opposition,  the  wit-' 
nesses  swearing  that  it  was  a  true  report. 

Jeffrey  for  the  defender,  said.  That  the  jury 
would  have  to  decide  on  contradictory  evidence 
of  opinion.  The  operations  were  sanctioned 
by  the  individual  who  now  holds  the  situation 
of  Dean  of  Guild,  and  the  defenders  were 
bound  by  their  feu-contract  to  make  them.  The 
injury  may  have  been  occasioned  by  other  cans* 
es ;  and  as  the  operations  were  cautiously  carried 
on,  the  defender  is  not  liable ;  and  this  being 
damnum  fatale^  the  injury  must  lie  where  it 
falls. 

CbcAr^t^m.— I  willingly  free  the  defender  from 
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intentional  misconduct.  All  I  say  is,  that  he  did 
me  an  injury  which  in  law  is  improper  con- 
duct.    But  he  was  also  guilty  of  negligence. 

Lord  Gillies. — It  is  now  my  duty  to  assist 
you  in  considering  this  case,  and  my  duty  is 
easy,  as  the  case  is  simple.  There  is  no  doubt 
that  the  operations  of  the  defender  occasioned 
damage,  and  severe  dam^e  to  the  house  of  the 
pursuer,  which  was  exposed  to  serious  danger. 
As  damage  was  done  I  think  there  is  little 
doubt  that  the  operations  were  improper.  The 
Dean  of  Guild  was  of  a  different  opinion,  from  a 
great  majority  of  .the  witnesses,  who  think  the 
excavation  might  have  been  made  without  inju- 
ry;  and  Mr  Bum,  (against  whose  opinion  I  could 
give  little  weight  to  the  others,)  says  it  might 
have  been  done  with  ease  and  perfect  safety.  I 
think,  on  the  whole,  you  will  be  satisfied  that 
the  operations  were  improperly  carried  on,  and 
that  they  caused  the  damage. 

The  difficulty  of  the  case  is  the  amount  of 
damage.  The  pursuer  was  deprived  of  the  use 
of  his  house,  and  it  will  require  a  considerable 
sum  to  repair  the  house,  but  I  cannot  think 
this  is  a  case  for  solatium. 


Callendau 

V. 

Eddington, 
Eddington 

V. 

Morison's 
Trustees. 


Verdict.'— **  For  thepursuer,  damages  L.400." 
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Millar  and 

Husband^ 

v. 

Fraseb. 


CASES  TRIED  IN  (Oct.  25,  18«5.) 

A  consent  was  given^  that  the  aetion  of  relief 
should  be  disposed  of  as  if  a  verdict  bad  been 
returned  for  the  trustees. 


Cockburn  and  Robertson  for  Callender. 
Jeffrey  and  More^  for  Eddington. 
Buchanan  and  Gibson^Cratg,  for  Morison'^  Trustees. 
(Agents,  C.  C.  Stewart^  w.  s.,  H^  Grahamy  v.  s.,  and  Gibton^  ChrU- 
iie^  j-  WardlaVf  w.  8.) 


1825. 

October  25, 

and  1826, 

July  20  and  21. 

Finding  as  to  the 
date  at  which  a 
legatee  died. 


INVERNESS. 

PRESENT, 
LORD  PITMILLV. 


Millar  and  Husband  v.  Fraser. 

An  aetion  by  the  daughter  of  a  legatee  under 
a  will  to  recover  a  legacy  of  L.  500  left  to  her 
mother. 


I>EF£NCB.*-*No  title  is  produced.  AH  the 
l^acies  were  paid  and  settled  twenty  years  ago, 
soon  after  the  death  of  the  testator. 


ISSUES. 

**  It  being  admitted  that  the  late  Simon  Fra* 
^^  ser,  £s^  oi  Doadnica,  executed  a  will  or  tes- 
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tament,  dated  29th  May,  1802,  contain- 
ing the  following  clause:  *  Item,  I  give 
and  bequeath  to  my  cousin,  Mrs  Robinson, 
daughter  of  the  late  Reverend  Mr  Fraser 
of  Boleskine,  L.  500  of  like  money,  to  be 
paid  to  her  by  five  equal  and  annual  instal- 
ments, without  interest,  in  manner  afore* 
said  :'  And  it  being  also  admitted  that  the 
said  Simon  Fraser,  Esq.  died  on  the  2d 
day  of  July  1802; 

"  1.  Whether  the  pursuer,  Mrs  Miller,  was 
and  is  the  only  lawful  child  of  Mrs  Catha- 
rine Fraser  or  Robertson,  wife  of  Duncan 
Robertson,  late  tacksman  of  Wellhouse  ? 
"  2.  Whether  the  said  Mrs  Catharine  Fra- 
ser or  Robertson  was  the  person  meant  and 
intended  by  the  testator  in  the  aforesaid  be- 
quest ? 

«  3.  Whether  the  said  Mrs  Catharine  Fra* 
ser  or  Robertson  survived  the  2d  day  of 
July  1802?* 


Millar  amb 

Husband^ 

». 

Fbasek. 


Whigham  opened  the  case,  and  stated  the 
facts  to  be  proved^  and  that  the  only  question, 
was,  whether  this  lady  had  survived  the  tes- 
tator ? 

•  The  two  first  issues  were  abandoned  before  the  trial. 
VOL.  IV.  H 


f 
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CAS£S  TRIED  IN  (Oct.  26,  1825,) 


Millar  and 
Husband, 

Fraser. 


Incompetent  to 
give  in  evidence 
a  writing  not 
produced  eight 
days  before  a 
trio),  or  to  call 
back  a  witness 
examined  and 
dismissed. 


When  a  copy  of  the  inscription  on  Mrs  Ro- 
bertson's tomb-stone  was  produced^  an  objec- 
tion was  taken  that  it  had  not  been  produced 
before  the  trial.  It  was  then  proposed  to  call 
back  a  witness  who  had  been  examined,  which 
was  also  objected  to. 

Lord  Fitmilly. — This  would  not  be  regu- 
lar. The  only  way  is  by  making  the  writing 
evidence. 


M^Neillj  in  opening  for  the  defender,  said, 
That  though  the  evidence  for  the  pursuer  was 
strong,  the  evidence  for  the  defender  would 
prove  that  the  witnesses  they  had  heard  were 
mistaken.  The  pursuers  did  not  insist  in  their 
claim  at  the  time  the  fact  could  have  been  ascer- 
tained. 


A  witness  admit- 
ted, who  had  for- 
merly given  an 
affidavit  on  the 
fact  to  be  proved. 


Evidence  of  the 
contents  of  a  let- 
ter admitted,  the 
letter  having 
been  searched  for 
and  not  found. 


An  objection  was  taken  to  a  witness  that  he 
had  formerly  given  an  affidavit  on  the  subject ; 
but  it  not  being  denied  that  tlie  defender's  far 
ther  had  at  one  time  promised  to  pay  the  le- 
gacy, provided  Mrs  Robertson  survived  the 
testator ;  and  the  affidavit  having  been  taken 
to  prove  that  fact,  the  witness  was  called  and 
examined. 

A  deposition  by  Mr  Fraser  of  London  was 
produced,  in  which  it  was  stated,  that  by  a  let- 
ter the  date  was  proved  to  be  1803. 
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Wkigham  objects,  It  is  incompetent  by  parol 
evidence  to  prove  the  contents  of  a  letter^ 
This  is  stronger  than  the  cases  formerly  decid- 
ed, as  this  letter  is  traced  into  the  hands  of  the 
defender.  The  letters  to  the  pursuer,  if  not 
produced,  ought  to  have  been  proved  by  the 
copy  in  the  letter-book,  and  not  by  a  wit- 
ness*. 

McNeill. — It  is  proved  that  this  letter  is 
lost,  and  that  it  was  called  for.  In  the  cases 
referred  to  the  writings  had  not  been  called 
for ;  but  here  the  defender  having  attempted  to 
produce  the  be^t  evidence,  is  not  to  be  deprived 
of  the  contents  of  a  letter,  because  it  has 
perished. 


MiLLAft  ANiy 
HUSBANB, 

Frasea. 

Stewart  v.  But 
chanan,  and 
Rose  V.  Gollail) 
1  M ur.  Rep. 
38  and  84. 
Peter  v,  Tirrol, 
and  Snadon  v. 
Stewart,  2  Mur. 
Rep.  30  and  63. 


Robertson  v. 
Ferguson,  2 
Mur.  Rep.  304. 


Lord  Pitmilly* — I  do  not  think  myself 
entitled  to  exclude  this  evidence,  though  it 
may  not  be  so  good  as  we  could  wish.  I  would 
not  allow  parol  evidence  of  the  contents  of  a 
writing  which  is  in  existence,  but  it  is  impossi- 
ble to,  exclude  it  where  the  party  has  not  failed 
in  his  duty  in  trying  to  recover  the  writing. 
Mr  Fraser  swears  that  he  believes  he  sent  the 
letter,  and  the  defender  swears  that  he  ha^ 
searched  for  it  and  has  not  found  it.  The  evi« 
dence .  offered  is  not  so  strong  as  the  writing, 
but  I  cannot  exclude  it. 


116  CASES  TRIED  IN       (Oct.  25,  1825,) 

MiLi,AR  AND         When  the  laverness  Register  of  Marriages 

Husband,  ^  *^ 

V.  was  produced, 

^Fkaser^  jfr^igfiaf^  objects.  It  was  not  produced  till 

A  ^^^^***^   yesterday,  and  it  is  by  the  neglect  of  the  de- 
though  not  pro.    fender,  not  the  pursuer,  that  it  was  not  pro^ 

duced  eight  days  *  '  -  * 

before  the  trial.       duCCd. 

M'NeilL — It  was  only  yesterday  that  we 
traced  the  witness,  and  we  produced  the  book 
as  soon  as  possible. 

Lord  Pitmi llt. — As  it  was  not  till  yester- 
day that  the  defender  knew  that  the  witness 
was  to  be  examined  I  repel  the  objection. 

Whigham^  in  reply,  contended,  That  the  evi- 
dence for  the  defender  had  failed,  and  that  Mr 
Eraser's  letters  did  not  prove  the  date  of  Mrs 
Robertson's  death,  but  merely  that  Mr  F.  stat- 
ed it. 


Lord  Pitmilly.— The  feet  on  which  a  re- 
turn  is  to  be  made  is  the  simplest  possible ;  bat 
the  case  is  not  without  difficulty,  from  the  con- 
.tradictory  evidence  produced.  In  considering  it 
you  should  dismiss  all  that  would  di^ract  your 
minds  from  the  simple  point  to  be  tried.  You 
may  dispose  of  the  two  first  issues  by  finding  for 
the  pursuer,  as  the  last  is  the  only  one  which 
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is  disputed,  and  it  is  purely  and  properly  a     Millar  and 

Husband, 
v. 


question  for  a  jury ;  and  as  there  is  contradictory 
evidence,  and  no  law  in  the  case»  it  is  my  duty 
not  even  to  hint  an  opinion  on  the  evidence. 

The  point  is  narrow  in  the  issue,  and  is  still 
farther  narrowed  by  the  evidence,  as  it  is  clear 
that  this  woman  died  in  a  month  of  October ; 
and  the  only  question  is,  whether  it  was  in  Oc* 
tober  1801  or  180S  ?  It  is  much  to  be  regretted 
that  there  is  no  register  of  births,  deaths,  and 
marriages,  as  the  want  of  it  may  in  this  case  be 
productive  of  injustice  to  one  or  other  of  the 
parties,  and  much  benefit  arises  from  their  being 
regularly  kept. 

There  is  a  strong  body  bf  evidence  on  both  * 
sides^  and  it  will  require  serious  attention  and 
discrimination  to  decide  on  which  side  the  truth 
lies.  The  letter  of  Mr  Eraser  must  be  thrown 
out  of  view,  and  you  will  attend,  that  several 
of  the  witnesses  for  the  pursuer  merely  swear 
to  the  fact  of  the  date,  without  mentioning  any 
fact  confirming  their  recollection*  On  the 
other  side,  the  evidence  of  one  of  the  witnesses, 
when  coupled  with  the  register,  goes  far  to 
contradict  that  on  the  other  side. 


Verdict — "  For  pursuers  on  all  the  issues. 

Whigham,  for  the  Pursuer. 

D.  McNeill,  for  the  Defender, 

(Agents,  John  Macandrew,  s.  s.  c,  and  J,  B,  Fraser.) 


9» 


Feaser. 
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CASES  TRIED  IN  (Oct  25,  1825,) 


Millar  and 
Husband, 

Faaser. 


June  2,  1826. 

Circumstances  in 
which  the  Court 
refused  to  change 
the  place  of  trial 


An  application  was  made  to  the  Court  of 
Session  for  a  new  trial  on  several  grounds,  one 
of  which  was,  that  a  letter  had  been  admitted  in 
evidence  which  must  have  borne  a  false  date,  as 
it  was  written  on  paper  manufactured  on  patent 
moulds,  which  were  not  invented  for  several 
years  after  the  date.  A  number  of  affidavits 
of  paper  manufacturers  were  produced  on  both 
sides.     The  Court  granted  the  new  trial. 

When  notice  of  trial  was  given  for  Edin« 
burgh,  an  application  was  made  to  change  the 
place  of  trial  to  Inverness. 

Lord  Pitmillt.*— It  is  always  matter  of  deli- 
cacy to  grant  a  new  trial,  and  it  is  of  conse-* 
quence  that  the  jury  should  know  nothing  of 
the  evidence  given  at  the  first.  In  general  it  is 
better  that  cases  should  be  tried  here,  unless 
there  is  strong  reason  against  it,  and  in  this  case, 
even  if  the  difference  of  expence  was  greater,  I 
think  there  are  strong  reasons  for  having  the 
trial  here  ;  but  I  do  not  think  that  it  has  been 
made  out  that  the  trial  would  be  more  expensive 
here. 


Lord  Chief  Commissioner.— It  cannot  be 
laid  down  as  a  general  rule  that  a  case  is  not  to 
be  tried  twice  at  the  same  place  ;  but  there  is  a 
great  deal  of  weight  in  what  Lord  Pitmilly  has 
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said.  There  is  no  sufficient  disproportion  of 
expense  made  out  to  induce  us  to  change  the 
place  ;  and  it  is  clear  that  this  ought  to  be  the 
place  of  trial.  There  have  been  sent  to  me 
printed  copies  of  affidavits  in  the  cause  which 
the  parties  must  take  care  not  to  allow  to  go  out 
of  their  hands. 
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Millar  ani> 
Husband* 

Fra3es» 


New  Trial. 

PRESENT, 
LORD  MACKEVZIB. 


W HiOHAM  opened  the  case»  and  stated  the  v^S^*^/ 

facts  J  an|i  that  the  witnesses  would  prove  the  defe^ll  kl^a*"* 

date,  not  from  mere  recollection,  but  by  refe*  ^""atte  a^wWch 

lence  to  public  events :  That  the  case  would  *  *^*^  ^^' 
be  proved  without  the  letter  referred  to ;  but 
that,  as  it  had  been  made  one  of  the  grounds  on 
which  the  new  trial  was  granted,  it  would  be 
producedi  that  the  defender  might  object  to  it 

A  witness,  a  soldier,  having  stated  that  he  slat^^Se'u^^L 

had  been  at  home  at  a  particular  time  on  a  sick  ^^^onu^e^^ 

pass,   Mr  Solicitor-General  insisted  that  the  *^^n''i£°"' 

pass  ought  to  be  produced,  or  rather  the  books  books  of  Sic  ifegi. 
of  the  regiment. 
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CASES  TRIED  IN 


July  20  and  21, 


Millar  and 
Husband, 

V. 

Fk4SER. 


Lord  Mackenzie.— You  cannot  carry 
the  rule  requiring  the  best  evidence  so  far  as 
this. 


A  witness  ad- 
mitted who  had 
previously  made 
affidavit  to  the 
fact  to  be  proved. 


2.  Hume,  365. 
189,  edit.  1800. 


Wemyss  v» 
Wemyss,  26th 
Feb.  1793,  Mor. 
1G782. 


Another  witness  having  stated  that  he  had 
made  affidavit  before  a  Justice  of  Peace  to  the 
fact,  by  desire  of  the  pursuer  j  and  that  he  be- 
lieved he  was  present  along  with  others, 

Robertson  objects,  He  is  not  a  pure  unbiassed 
witness.  Two  witnesses  being  examined  toge- 
ther disqualifies  both.  There  is  a  sort  of  con- 
spiracy. 

Jeffrey. — I  am  not  anxious  either  on  the 
law  or  expediency  j  but  this  objection  was  over- 
ruled at  the  former  trial,  and  I  doubt  if  it  is 
competent  to  move  it  now,  as  no  objection  was 
made  to  the  verdict  as  founded  on  incompetent 
evidence.  This  examination  took  place  with  a 
view  to  satisfy  the  defender  before  any  law-suit 
was  instituted.  If  the  objection  is  good,  it  must 
disqualify  all  the  witnesses,  as  they  were  exa- 
mined at  the  former  trial. 

iJoJerftow.— This  is  not  res  judicata.  The 
action  was  in  contemplation.  In  Sharp's  case 
the  objection  was  overruled  from  the  necessity 
of  the  case. 


Lord  Mackenzie.— It  does  not  appear  to 
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me  that  I  can  sustain  the  objection  to  the  exa- 
mination of  the  witness.  The  objection  was 
to  taking  the  deposition  at  all,  and  that  was 
overruled  by  Lord  Fitmilly  and  the  Court. 

That  reduces  the  objection  to  this,  that  the 
witnesses  were  present  during  the  examination 
of  each  other,  which  is  very  weak,  especially  as 
he  is  called  to  prove  a  detached  fact,  and  not  a 
detail,  where  a  story  might  be  made  up. 

HopCy  SoUGen.^  in  opening  for  the  defendet*, 
said.  That,  though  it  was  a  question  whether  the 
pursuer  had  made  out  his  case,  there  would  be 
evidence  for  the  defender ; — that  after  so  long 
delay  by  the  pursuer  the  defender  was  entitled  to 
the  benefit  of  any  doubt  they  might  have  ; — 
that,  in  1803,  1806,  and  1807,  he  was  inform- 
ed that  the  legatee  died  before  the  testator,  and 
acquiesced  in  the  statement. 

After  producing  some  documentary  evi- 
dence, Mr  Solicitor-General  proposed  that  the 
case  should  be  adjourned,  which  Mr  Jeffrey 
opposed,  as  not  coming  from  the  proper  quarter. 
Lord  Mackenzie  stated  his  readiness  and  wish, 
so  far  as  he  was  concerned,  that  the. case 
should  proceed  \  but  a  juryman  having  stated 
that  he  could  not  go  on  with  safety  to  himself, 
Mr  Jeffrey  consented,  and  the  case  adjourned 
to  the  following  morning. 


Millar  anb 
Husband^ 

tr. 

Fraseb. 


A  case  adjourned 
on  the  motion  of 
a  party,  a  jury- 
man having 
stated  that  he 
could  not  pro- 
ceed. 
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CASES  TRIED  IN 


July  20  and  81, 


Millar  and 
Husband^ 

Fraser. 

1826. 
July  21. 


A  witness  called 
and  examined  in 
replication. 


Incompetent  to 
prove  by  parol 
evidence  wrong 
entries  in  parish 
books,  but  com- 
petent  to  prove 
the  system  on 
which  the  books 
were  kept. 


On  the  following  day,  during  the  examina* 
tion  of  a  papermaker  a  piece  of  paper  was 
handed  to  him  by  one  of  the  jury,  that  he 
might  say  whether  it  was  made  on^  old  or 
new  moulds ;  on  which  Lord  Mackenzie  re- 
marked, that  this  was  improper,  as  this  jury- 
man would  be  proceeding  on  his  private  know- 
ledge of  the  history  of  the  piece  paper,  and 
not  on  the  evidence. 

A  witness  was  called  in  replication,  and  Mr 
Jefirey  wished  this  done  before  his  reply, 
though  he  stated  it  as  his  belief  that  it  was 
more  regular  to  call  him  after.  When  the 
witness  was  called  he  was  asked  upon  what  au- 
thority the  entries  were  made  in  the  record  of 
marriages. 

Hope,  SoL'Gen. — It  is  incompetent  in  this 
manner  to  raise  doubts  of  the  accuracy  of  the 
entries.  The  only  case  on  the  point  is  a  criminal 
one,  where  evidence  was  admitted  to  prove  that 
mistakes  were  frequently  made  in  apothecaries 
shops ;  but  that  was  not  held  authority  by  Lord 
Ktmilly. 

Jeffrey. — The  person  who  was  session-clerk 
in  1802  is  dead;  but  we  call  this  witness  as 
having  held  the  situation  before  the  present 
one,  who  was  called  by  the  defender. 


Lord  Mackenzie. — If  you  mean  to  ask  the 
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practice  that  was  handed  down  to  him  by  his 
predecessor  I  think  it  competent.  For  though 
it  is  not  competent  to  prove  particular  instances 
of  blunders  or  wrong  entries  made  by  this  wit- 
ness, I  think  it  is  competent  to  prove  the  system. 

Jeffrey^  in  reply  for  the  pursuer,  said,  He 
did  not  mean  to  conceal  that  this  was  a  case  of 
difficulty  and  doubt,  and  that  the  jury  would 
have  to  reconcile  statements  apparently  oppo* 
&ite,  and  in  some  cases  to  make  a  selection  of 
the  witnesses  where  the  statements  were  irre- 
concilable :  That  the  case  of  the  pursuer  was 
proved  by  witnesses  who  spoke  to  tacts  m 
which  they  could  not  be  mistaken ;  but  un- 
doubtedly it  was  impossible  to  reconcile  with 
this  the  story  told  by  the  defender's  witness  as 
to  the  marriage  of  the  servant. 

Lord  Mackenzie. — This  is  a  simple  issue, 
and  a  pure  question  of  fact,  which,  must  be  de- 
cided by  the  evidence,  without  any  reference 
to  the  former  verdict,  or  to  the  Court  having 
set  it  aside.  The  evidence  now  is  different 
from  what  it  was  formerly ;  and  you  are  not 
to  allow  what  then  took  place  to  influence  your 
minds.  Nor  must  you  be  influenced  by  the 
hardship  to  either  party  by  the  determination 


Millar  and 

tiuSBANB, 

Fraser. 
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July  20  and  91, 


Millar  and 
Husband, 

V. 

Frassa. 


of  the  feet.  Indeed  it  would  be  a  great  error 
to  allow  this  to  influence  your  judgment.  This 
is  the  only  thing  like  legal  observation  in  the 
case  i  and  perhaps  I  might  leave  it  here,  but 
being  a  case  of  conflicting  evidence,  I  think  it 
my  duty  to  go  over  it  in  detail.  His  Lord- 
ship then  read  the  evidence,  observing  that 
it  was  material  to  consider  how  far  the  witnesses 
stated  facts  sufficient  to  fix  the  date,  as  with- 
out such  facts  the  memory  had  very  little  power 
of  retaining  the  period,  at  which  such  a  thing 
as  the  survivance  of  this  lady  had  existed.  But 
still  it  was  also  necessary  to  bear  in  mind,  that, 
if  a  witness  is  dishonest,  he  may  supply  reasons 
of  recollection  from  his  own  invention.  With 
respect  to  the  witness  from  whom  the  affidavit 
was  taken,  that  was  an  incorrect  proceeding, 
and  is  a  matter  affecting  his  credit,  and  a  fair 
subject  for  the  consideration  of  the  jury. 

With  regard  to  the  letter,  about  which  so 
much  evidence  has  been  given,  it  is  in  a  singu* 
lar  situation ;  for  it  is  not  a  funeral  letter,  but 
an  answer,  apologising  for  not  attending  the 
funeral ;  and  there  is  not  a  distinct  account  of 
where  and  how  it  was  preserved. 

The  testimony  of  the  witnesses  for  the  de- 
fender is  directly  contrary  to  that  given  on  the 
other  side,  and  I  cannot  point  out  any  mode  of 
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reconciling  them.  You  must  judge  which  are 
mistaken,  or,  if  not  mistaken,  which  are  false ; 
and  in  judging  of  this  last,  which  I  fear  you 
are  called  upon  to  do,  you  will  consider  which 
are  the  most  respectable,  and  which  are  best 
supported  by  any  evidence  existing  in  the  cause 
to  which  the  suspicion  of  intentional  falsehood 
is  not  applicable.  If  you  come  to  be  of  'opi- 
nion that  the  letter  is  a  forgery,  it  will  influence 
the  opinion  you  form  on  the  evidence  of  the 
pursuer  generally ;  for  if,  in  a  case  of  this  as- 
pect, you  find  fraud  on  one  side,  you  will  be 
more  disposed  to  think  that  perjury  is  on  the 
same  side. 


Dunk 

Andbrsok, 

Wallace 

Akbbesov. 


Verdict — "  For  the  defender. 
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Jeffrey  and  Whigham,  for  the  Pursuer. 

Hope,  SoUGen,,  McNeill,  and  Robertson,  for  the  Defender. 

(Agents,  John  Macandrew  and  J,  B»  Fraien) 


GLASGOW. 

PRESENT) 
LORDS  CHIEF  COMCSIISSIOKER  AND  PITMILLT. 


Dunn  v.  Anderson,  Wallace 
V.  Anderson. 

An  action  of  damages  for  detaining  the  pur- 


1826.^ 
Sept.  19. 


Damages  claim- 
ed for  being  de« 
tained  in  prison 
aftei  an  alleged 
tender  of  the  sum 
due. 
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Dunn         suercT  in  prison  after  a  tender  of  the  sums  for 
Anderson,      which  they  were  incarcerated. 

Wallace 


V. 


(C 


Anderson.  DEFENCE. — Various  defences  wcre  stated, 

but  the  question  was  reduced  to  the  following 

ISSUE. 

*^  It  being  admitted  that  David  Wallace, 
'^  pursuer,  was  imprisoned  in  the  jail  of  Glas« 
"  gow  upon  the  15th  day  of  June  1825,  and 
**  remained  a  prisoner  in  the  said  jail  until  the 
9th  day  of  July  1825,  by  virtue  of  letters  of 
caption  at  the  instance  of  the  defenders,  Wil* 
^^  Ham  Anderson  and  Hector  Grant,  upon  a 
^*  debt  due  to  the  said  defenders,  of  the  sum  of 
"  L.  5,  7s.  8d. : 

"  Whether,  on  or  about  Saturday  the  9th 
day  of  July  1825,  the  pursuer  caused  the 
said  sum  of  L.5y  'Js.  8d..to  be  tendered  to 
^*  the  said  defenders,  in  payment  of  the  said 
"  debt  ? — And  whether,  notwithstanding  the 
said  tender  of  payment,  the  defenders,  or  ei- 
ther of  them,  illegally  refused  to  accept  of 
<^  the  said  sum  in  payment  of  the  said  debt, 
whereby  the  pursuer  was  detained  in  the  said 
jail  until  Monday  the  11th  day  of  the  said 
"  month  of  July,  to  the  injury  and  damage  of 
"  the  said  pursuer  ?'* 
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McNeill  in  opening  said.  The  facts  in  both         Dunk 
cases  are  the  same.     It  is  an  oppressive  case,      akderson 
and  the  defences  are  untenable.     The  case  of       Wallace 
Thorn,  which  is  relied  on,  was  decided  on  the      Akdersok. 
special  circumstances.     The  defender  ought  to  xhomTsJ^ 
have  granted  a  receipt  for  the  money,  which  2^**%^ 
was  all  that  was  necessary  to  procure  the  libera-   §"5!— iVaA^ 
tion  of  the  pursuer,  the  sum  being  under  200 
merks  Scots. 

Moncreiffi  for  the  defender,  said,  The  case 
was  not  long,  or  very  important.  The  pur- 
suers had  proved  that  the  jailor  refused  the 
sum,  and  if  so,  the  damage  was  not  done  by 
the  defender. 

The  sum  was  for  expense  of  process,  and  the 
agent  is  the  party  interested.— 'Hamilton  9?.  Bry- 
son,  17th  June,  1813. — Thom  v.  Symington, 
4th  December,  1824 — M*Tavish  v.  Peddie, 
13th  June  1826,  4.  Shaw  and  Dun.  704. 

Thom's  case  is  much  stronger  than  this, 
and  they  should  have  gone  to  the  agent  j 
but  even  if  this  were  not  decided  law,  I  wbuld 
state  it  to  the  jury  as  reasonable. 

But  the  pursuer  might  have  consigned  the 
money,  and  was  then  entitled  to  his  liberation. 
Forbes  v.  Ledingham,  Slst  January  1823. 

Lord   Chief  Commissioner. — This  case 
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Sept.  19^ 


Dun  If 

V. 

Anderson^ 
Wallace 

Anderson. 


goes  to  you  on  the  evidence  for  the  pursuer, 
and  on  a  statement  and  argument  for  the  de- 
fender. It  is  clear  that  a  creditor  is  entitled 
to  imprison  his  contumacious  debtor ;  but  it 
is  equally  clear,  that,  if  proper  steps  are  taken, 
the  creditor  is  bound  to  release  him,  and  is  li« 
able  in  damages  if  he  does  not  release  him. 
But  the  steps  taken  must  be  correct  and  accu- 
rate ;  and  unless  they  are  so  the  law  will  not 
recognize  them.  You  are  to  try  the  case,  with 
the  observations  on  the  law  and  fact,  and  judg- 
ing of  the  good  faith  of  the  parties* 

The  question  to  be  tried  in  both  cases  is,  whe** 
ther  the  pursuer  has  acted  in  such  a  manner  as 
to  entitle  him  to  damages,  or  whether  the  de- 
fender should  not  have  a  verdict  ? 

The  law  of  liberation  on  a  tender  has  been 
clearly  stated,  and  is  not  disputed,  that,  upon  a 
tender  of  the  sum  to  a  magistrate,  the  party  is 
entitled  to  his  liberation ;  and  on  making  such 
a  tender  the  pursuer  was  liberated.  But  the 
question  here  is,  whether  the  pursuer  made 
such  a  tender .  on  the  Saturday  ?  From  the 
cases  referred  to,  particularly  those  of  Forbes 
and  Rolland,  it  is  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of 
Session  that  a  tender  must  be  so  distinct,  clear, 
and  fair,  as  to  make  the  refusal  of  the  defender 
to  liberate  a  contumacious  act.     Whether  it 
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was  of  this  nature  in  the  present  case^  or  was 
of  the  nature  of  fraud,  it  is  not  for  me  to  say } 
but  if  you  should  be  of  opinion  on  the  facts, 
that  the  conduct  of  the  pursuer  indicates  fraud, 
this  taints  his  case,  and  takes  away  his  right  to 
damages.  The  cases  were  for  expences,  which  are 
more  properly  due  to  the  agent  than  the  party, 
and  you  will  consider  whether  the  pursuer  acted 
fairly  and  honestly,  with  the  view  of  obtaining 
his  liberty,  or  with  a  view  to  this  action.  The 
tender  is  made  late  on  Saturday  night  to  a  per- 
son Ignorant  of  the  law  of  tender  or  joint  obli- 
^tion ;  and  it  is  clear,  that,  as  a  writ  cannot  be 
executed  on  Sunday,  so  on  the  same  principle 
the  act  to  get  quit  of  it  cannot  be  performed  on 
that  day ;  but  it  is  unnecessary  to  state  this  mi- 
nutely. 

You  will  consider  the  time  and  manner  in 
which  the  tender  was  made — that  the  agent  was 
the  party  interested,  and  to  be  consulted  as  to  his 
cbnsent.  It  rather  appears  to  me  that  the  right 
course  has  not  been  followed  to  obtain  libera- 
tion— that  the  tender  has  not  been  made  ;  but 
I  leave  it  to  you  to  consider  whether  the  refusal 
to  accept  of  the  money  was  contumacious  on  the 
part  of  the  defender,  or  whether  the  pursuer 
was  not  acting  with  a  view  to  a  claim  for  da- 
mages. 

VOL.  IV.  I 


V, 

Anderson. 

Wallace 

V. 

Anderson. 
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Douglas  Verdict — For  the  defenders. 

v. 

MONTEITH. 

Hope,  SoL'Gen,  and  A.  McNeill,  for  the  Pursuer. 

Moncreiff'dXidL  Shaw  for  the  Defender. 

(Agents,  James  M^DoncUdy  w.  s.,  and  Charles  FeatuSy  w.  £.) 


GLASGOW. 

PBESENT, 
LOKDS  CHIEF  COMKISSIONER,  AKD  PITMILLT. 


182a  Douglas  v.  Monteith. 

Sept  19. 

P^^J^Io'"'    Damages  for  injury  done  to  a  house  by  altera- 
one  house  by       jj^^g  made  iu  the  adjoinint;  house,  and  for  the 

operations  on  tne  *  o 

adjoining  house,    auxiety  and  inconvenience  occasioned  to  the 

pursuer  and  his  family  by  these  alterations. 

Defence. — The  operations  were  legal,  and 
conducted  by  authority  of  the  Dean  of  Guild. 
The  house  of  the  pursuer  was  cracked  before, 
*  and  was  to  be  taken  down.   The  defender  offer- 
ed to  repair  any  injury  done  by  his  operations. 

ISSUES. 

**  It  being  admitted,  that  the  pursuer  is  pro- 
"  prietor  of  a  house  in  Argyle  Street,  in  Glas- 
^^  gow,  and  that  the  defender  is  proprietor  of  a 
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"  house,  fronting  to  Buchanan  Street,  in  the      Douglas 
"  said  city,  and  immediately  (next)  adjoining  to     Monteith. 
the  house  of  the  pursuer  : 

It  being  also  admitted,  that  the  defender 
applied  to,  and  obtained  from  the  Dean  of 
*  Guild  Court  of  the  said  city,  authority  to 
^<  make  certain  alterations  on  his,  the  defender's 
said  house ;  and  that  the  same  were  accord- 
ingly made : 

Whether  the  operations  performed  (altera- 
tions executed)  by  the  defender,  upon  his 
^*  said  house,  by  virtue  of  the  said  authority, 
**  caused  injury  or  damage  to  the  said  house  of 
^*  the  pursuer ;  and  whether  the  defender  was 
**  bound  and  obliged,  or  became  liable  to  in- 
*'  demnify  the  pursuer  for  the  said  injury  and 
**  damage  ?    Or, 

"  Whether  the  operations  carried  on  by  the 
*'  defender,  in  making  the  alterations  aforesaid, 
were  illegal  and  improper^  and  to  the  loss  and 
damage  of  the  pursuer  ?" 


ii 


McNeill  opened  the  case. 

Jeffirey^  foe  the  defender,  said,  This  would 
prove  a  case  of  contrary  evidence ;  and  also  con- 
tended that  the  defender  was  not  bound  to  re- 
pair injuries  done  by  lawful  operations  carried 
on  within  his  own  territories,  unless  they  were 
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Douglas      improper  and  rash.   That  if  the  operations  were 
MoNTEiTH.     carried  on  with  caution  and  circumspeetiqui  he 

was  not  answerable  for*  the  consequences,  as  a 
party  cannot  be  subjected  in ,  damages  where 
there  is  no  blame,  excess,  or  negligence.  In 
the  recent  case  in  Edinburgh  negligence  was 
proved, 

Cockburn. — As  to  the  principle  stated  by 
the  other  party,  I  maintain  that  the  princiide  of 
law  is  against  him,  and  that  every  thing  done 
within  burgh  which  brings  dowii  a  neigh- 
bour's house  is  wrong.  Jn  Edinburgh  the 
operation  was  held  improper,  because  it  enioked 
the  neighbouring  house.  In  the  present  case 
no  penal  damages  are  sought ;  but  the  defender 
must  pay  for  the  injury  he  has  done. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioi^er.— 'This  is  a 
case  for  you,  (the  jury,)  and  the  only  question 
is  the  amount  of  damages.  The  Court  hold 
that  damages  are  due,  as  they  cannot  sanction 
the  doctrine,  that  the  defender  is  not  to  pay 
for  the  damage  done  by  his  operations.  All 
question  of  liability  is  at  an  end ;  and  the  only 
question  is  the  amount,  which  you  must  fix  ou 
a  consideration  of  the  testimony  of  the  diflPer* 
ent  witnesses,  some  of  whom  speak  on  theory, 
some  on  fact. 
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Verdict— *For  the  pursuer,  damages  I>.900. 


Cockburn  and  D,  M'Neill,  for  the  Pursuer. 
Jeffrey  and  Jurdine,  for  the  Defender. 


Mills 

V, 

Albion  In- 
surance Co. 


GLASGOW. 

PRSSENT, 
LOED  CHIEF  COUMIBSIONEa. 


Mills  v.  Albion  Insubance  Company. 


1826. 
Sept  20. 


This  was  an  action  brought  to  recover  the  sum  Finding  that  an 

/»"r  •  •!  iT»tTfc  English  Insur- 

of  L.SOOO,  insured  on  the  Robert  Bruce  steam  ance  comnany 

I  had  agreed  to 

vessel.  insure  a  stearo- 

▼esudat  sea. 

Defence.— The  policy  excluded  the  risk 
at  sea. 

issue. 


''  It  being  admitted,  that,  on  the  27th  or 
S8th  day  of  August  1821,  the  steam  vessel 
called  the  Robert  Bruce,  the  property  of  the 
pursuers,  was  destroyed  by  fire  while  at  sea, 
on  her  voyage  betwixt  Liverpool  and  Dublin, 
Whether  the  defenders  promised  and  agreed 
to  insure  the  pursuers  to  the  extent  of 
L.  .3000,  or  about  that  sum,  from  all  loss  and 
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V, 

[0] 

SURANCE  Co. 


Mills        "  damage  which  might  be  caused  by  fire  to  the 
Albion  In-     "said  steam  vcsscl  while  at  sca,  as  aforesaid, 

"  and  whether  the  defenders  have  failed  to 
"  perform  the  said  promise  and  agreement,  to 
"  the  loss  and  damage  of  the  pursuers  ?" 

The  case  was  originally  brought  in  the  Ad- 
miralty Court,  where  the  Insurance  Company 
were  assoilzied ;  but  not  having  been  found  en- 
titled to  expences,  they  brought  a  reduction  of 
the  decree,  which  was  remitted  to  the  Jury 
Court,  after  mutual  revised  condescendences 
and  answers  had  been  put  in. 

Cockburrif  for  the  owners,  pursuers,  opened 
the  case,  and  stated.  That  Hamilton,  the  agent 
at  Glasgow  of  the  Insurance  Company,  had 
agreed  to  insure ;  and  though  they  now  say  this 
was  an  Engb'sh  company,  and  not  entitled  to 
insure  at  sea,  yet  this  was  a  Scotch  risk,  and 
the  plea  is  not  very  reputable.  All  English 
companies  take  Scotch  risks  at  sea,  and  we  can 
prove  the  habit  of  the  defenders.  Upon  this  the 
Court  will  give  you  direction ;  but  whatever  is 
the  law,  the  question  Here  is  on  the  fact,  whe- 
ther they  did  take  this  risk.  This  agreement 
was  made  in  1820,  and  the  company  say  they 
wrote  to  their  clerk^  not  to  renew  the  policy, 
and  that  it  excludes  the  risk ;  but  that  policy 
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was  not  tendered  till  after  the  loss,  and  they 
were  bound  to  send  it  to  the  pursuers,  llie 
premium  paid  covered  a  sea  risk,  and  that  is 
sufficient  to  render  them  liable,  if  nothing  is 
said  to  the  contrary.  ^ 


Mills 

V, 

Albion  Ik« 

SURANC£  Co. 


In  1819  the  proprietors  of  the  vessel  had 
insured  their  interest  in  the  vessel  separately  at 
the  same  office.  When  the  receipt  for  the  pre- 
mium paid  by  one  of  the  owners  was  pro- 
duced, 

Hope,  SoL-Gen.  said,  I  object  to  this  evi- 
dence, and  to  almost  the  whole  evidence  to  sup- 
port the  case  of  the  pursuers.  The  action  is 
founded  on  a  renewal  in  1821  of  a  particular  po- 
licy, which  is  there  described  by  its  number ;  and 
that  policy  excludes  the  claim  of  the  pursuers. 
What  is  now  offered  is  a  receipt  granted  to  one  of 
the  pursuers ;  butthese  were  ail  done  away,  and 
a  general  policy  given  for  the  whole.  If  the 
policies  to  the  individual  had  excluded  the  sea 
risk,  and  the  general  policy  had  included  it,  we 
could  not  have  founded  on  them  as  in  any  way 
affecting  the  general  one. 

Jeffrey,  for  the  pursuers.— I  admit,  that,  if 
the  argument  on  the  policy  is  well  founded, 
our  case  is  at  an  end  ;  but  if  it  is  well  founded, 
the  case  could  not  have  been  here,  as  it  re* 


On  a  question  as 
to  a  promise  to 
insure  a  steam- 
vessel  belonging 
to  several  indivt- 
duals,  compe- 
tent to  give  in 
evidence  a  re- 
ceipt formerly 
granted  to  one 
of  them  for  pre- 
mium paid  on 
his  share. 
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Mills 


V. 


Albion  In- 

SUBANCIS  Co. 


solves  into  a  point  of  law ;  and  there  was  no  use 
for  a  condescendence.  But  sitting  here  the 
issue  must  be  tried. 

The  general  point  is  clear,  but  the  case  is 
still  clearer  in  the  particular  circumstances. 
That  the  evidence  is  admissible  there  can- 
not be  a  doubt,  as  it  is  the  same  parties,  the 
same  vessel,  and  the  same  office.  Suppose 
that  in  1 819  the  office  had  agreed  to  insure  at 
sea,  and  that  the  owners  had  come  and  desired 
the  particular  policies  to  be  cancelled^  and  a 
general  one  to  be  made^  can  it  be  doubted  that 
the  transaction  in  181^  would  be  admis- 
sible ? 

Hope,  SoL'Gen. — I  do  not  say  that  writing 
may  not  be  produced  to  control  the  policy^ 
but  I  say  that  this  writing  cannot.  This  is  a 
most  important  question  in  the  law  of  insur- 
ance, and  I  mean  to  object  to  all  evidence  of 
opinion,  and  to  all  parol  evidence,  or  evidence 
of  circumstances,  where  a  writing  was  intended 
and  taken. 


Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — It  would  have 
been  more  satisfactory  to  me,  if  I  had  been 
previously  aware  of  this  question,  that  I  toight 
have  had  more  time  for  ddiberation.  But  when 
a  question  of  this  kind  does  occur,  a  Judge  try- 
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ing  the  cause  must  decide  it  to  the  best  of  his 
power,  and  according  to  the  lights  of  whidi  he 
is  possessed ;  and'  it  is  a  great  satisfaction  io 
know  that  there  is  the  best  possible  opportunity 
of  setting  right  the  decision  if  it  is  wrong,  and 
that  this  is  not  a  case  where  it  would  be  a  hard- 
ship to  carry  it  to  the  last  resort. 

The  first  policy  is  a  private  transaction  with 
an  individnal  owner  in  1819^  and  there  is  a 
general  one  in  July  1820,  and  a  renewal  of  this 
in  1821. 

The  ol]gectioo  taken  to  the  evidence^  as  I  un- 
derstand it,  is,  that  the  transaction  with  the  in- 
dividual owner  is  res  inter  alios. 

If  the  objection  was,  that  this  does  not  relate 
to  the  agreement,  the  objection  might  be  good, 
as  evidence  which  does  not  relate  to  the  matter 
in  ^estion  is  not  relevant,  and  therefore  not 
admissible.  But  the  question  here  is,  what 
was  the  promise  and  agreement  of  the  defend- 
ers ?  and  that  is  to  be  made  out  by  facts  and 
circumstances. 

In  this  case  it  is  difficult  to  decide  on  one 
point  separate  from  the  others,  and  this  arises 
not  only  from  the  frame  of  the  issue,  but  from 
the  conduct  of  the  parties  as  to  the  memoran* 
dam,  dieck,  and  policy,  the  check  not  being 
in'  therhands of  the assuredtill  after  the  loss. 


Mills 

Albiok  In- 
surance Co. 
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V, 


Albion  In- 
surance Co. 


—the  dispute  whether  a  policy  was  delivered 
to  the    individual  in    ISIQ, — the   admission 
that  in   1820  and  1821  the   general   policy 
was  not, — the  dispute  as  to  whether  it  was  the 
duty  of  the  one  party  to  send  for  the  policy,  or 
of  the  other  to  send  it.    Upon  all  these  I  can- 
not decide  till  I  know  more  of  the  case.     I 
must  put  the  case  in  a  position  to  try  the  issue 
sent  by  the  Court  of  Session ;  and  here  is  a 
point  that  will  assist  in  getting  at  the  facts.    It 
is  said  that  it  is  incompetent  for  the  company 
to  insure  at  sea,  and  that  may  afford  a  defence. 
But  by  admitting  this  evidence  at  present,  I 
merely  put  the  case  in  a  situation  for  the  pur- 
suers to  show  the  connection  of  this  document 
with  the  cause ;  and  if  they  do  connect  it,  then 
it  will  form  part  of,  and  may  materially  affect 
the  transaction  of  this  office,  which  is  the  same 
in  both  transactions,  though  the  assured  may 

be  different. 

« 

I  admit  the  evidence,  with  power  to  with- 
draw it  from  the  jury,  if  it  comes  out  not  to  be 
connected  with  the  company,  so  as  to  show 
their  transactions. 


A  document 
mentioned  by 
counsel  in  open* 
ing  the  case 
ought  to  be  pro- 
duced. 


After  proceeding  farther  in  the  case,  the  de- 
fenders called  on  the  pursuers  to  produce  the 
policy,  but  this  was  resisted,  on  the  ground 
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that  it  had  not  been  founded  on,  or  mentioned 
as  part  of  the  pursuers'  case,  but  on  the  con- 
trary, had  been  argued  against. 


Mills 

Albion  In- 
surance Co. 


Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — It  is  clear, 
that,  when  a  gentleman  opens  his  case,  and  al- 
ludes  to  documents,  he  must  put  them  in  evi- 
dence. 

When  a  witness  was  called  to  prove -what 
took  place  at  the  time  the  insurance  was  effect- 
ed, 

Hope^  SoL'Gen^  objects, — This  contract 
being  reduced  to  writing  in  a  regular  policy,  it 
is  incompetent  to  prove  by  parol  evidence  the 
nature  of  the  insurance,  an  error  of  a  clerk,  or 
even  an  agreement  to  depart  from  the  written 
contract.  The  certificate  on  which  their  claim 
rests  refers  to  a  policy  by  its  number,  and 
this  instrument  must  prove  the  terms  of  the 
contract. 

Even  if  the  original  agreement  for  the  first 
year  had  been  exclusive  of  the  limitation,  the 
renewal  containing  the  restriction  would  bind 
the  party  for  the  second.  He  then  entered 
largely  into  authorities  to  support  his  objection. 

Je^ey.— This  is  a  renewal  of  the  objection 
formerly  taken,  and  if  it  is  well  founded,  the 


Parol  evidence 
admitted  on  a 
question  of 
agreement  to 
insure. 

Donaldson  v, 
Ewing.     2  Mur. 
409. 


Tait,  L.  of  Ev. 
330.    Erslciv. 
2.  §  20. 
Macfarlane  v. 
Young,  and 
Macleod  v.  Mac- 
leod. 

3  Mur.  409,432. 
Hughes  and  Ha* 
milton  V.  Gor- 
don, 1Bligh,3n. 
House  of  Lords, 
Millar  v.  Millar, 
Julv  30,  1822. 
1  Shaw,  308. 
1  PhilUps,  529, 
575,     Woollam 
V.  Heam. 
7.Vesey2ll. 
Weston  V.  E- 
mes,  1  Taunt. 
115. 
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Albion  In-     writing,  and  decide  the  case. 

6URANCS  Co.  T^  •  •  J  ^1_«  t      r  ^-1 

It  IS  said  this  was  a  renewal  or  a  particular  po- 
licy, and  not  of  the  agreement  originally  made 
by  the  terms  of  the  policy.  If  no  explanation  is 
allowed  we  have  no  case.  But  the  question  is 
not  the  terms  of  the  policy,  but  what  was 
agreed.  The  question  here  is,  whether  the 
terms  of  the  documents  delivered  to  me,  leav- 
ing the  matter  doubtful,  I  am  entitled  to  ex- 
'  'plain  this  doubt  by  parol  evidence  of  what  the 

original  bargain  was  ?  I  do  not  bring  witnesses 
to  explain,  control,  or  contradict  the  writings, 
but  to  prove  facts  in  conformity  with  them. 

The  question  is  the  same  as  if  it  had  occurred 
before  the  renewal.  The  insurance  was  gene* 
nd,  and  they  were  bound  to  give  me  a  policy 
in  general  terms.  The  transaction  was  inchoate, 
and  the  question  is,  what  farther  was  to  be 

Tait  L.  of  Et.     ^^^^  ^    '^^  dictum  in  Tait  applies  a  fortiori 
348  and  349.      j^  insuraucc,  as  it  may  be  proved,  by  parol  in 

Scotland. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner* — Since  the 
former  argument  I  have  turned  the  subject 
much  in  my  mind.  There  is  no  doubt,  that, 
when  the  rights  of  parties  depend  on  written 
instruments,    touchuig  these  instruments    is 
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touching  the  key-stone  on  which  men's  rights 
dependi  and  I  trust  that  I  shall  not  lay  down 
any  thing  inconsistent  with  the  principles  stat- 
ed from  the  bocdos,  or  argued  at  the  Bar. 

But  in  the  present^  and  indeed  in  every  case, 
the  question  must  be  dedded  on  the  issue  sent, 
and  the  whole  circumstances. 

It  is  of  importance  to  have  had  this  subject 
discussed ;  but  the  question  in  this  case  is  not 
on  a  policy,  otherwise  it  would  have  been  ad- 
mitted in  the  issue ;  but  there  is  no  reference 
to  a  policy  in  the  issue,  the  conclusion  from 
which  is,  not  that  the  Court  of  Session  should 
have  decided  this  case,  but  that  this  is  not  a 
question  on  a  written  instrument,  and  as  it  is 
not  on  a  wHtten  instrument,  but  on  an  agree- 
ment, parol  evidence  is  competent. 

If  there  was  any  fraud  or  gross  negligence 
on  the  part  of  the  pursuers,  or  any  act  they 
should  have  done  to  be  acquainted  with  the 
policy,  the  situation  would  be  different.  But 
it  is  clear  the  pursuers  were  unacquainted  with 
thepotieijr>  and,  so  far  as  appe^s  at^present,  not 
from  their  fault* , 

The  evidence  is  admissible,  as  it  us  not  to 
vary  the  construction  of  a  writtleii  instrumenti 
but  to  ascertain  whether  this  policy  is  not  dif- 
ferent from  the  agreement  enteredinto  by  the 


Mills 

V. 

Albion  In- 
surance Co. 
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^n^T^ver^^^  An  objection  was  taken  to  proof  of  what 
pursuers  said       Mills,  a  pursuor,  Said  in  conversation  with  Ha- 

only  admissible  '       jt  » 

to  render  inteiii-    milton,  the  agent  for  the  office. 

giblewhatis  »  •^  . 

said  by  an  agent  LoRD  ChIEF  COMMISSIONER. The  purSUCrS 

of  the  defenders.  i         -»ir.ii         -i  i 

cannot  prove  what  Mills  said,  except  to  make 
Hamilton's  observation  intelligible. 

S'rflhe'?^'*"  A  witness  was  asked  whether  two  other  ves- 
?nLraM^  offi.  ®^'^  ^^^®  insured  at  the  same  rate  in  another 
ces  to  take  Scotch   officc,  including  the  risk  at  sea. 

risks  at  sea.  '  ^ 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — That  may 
be  evidence  of  the  rate  of  premium,  but  is  not 
evidence  of  the  contract.  It  may  be  an  item 
of  evidence  that  another  office  takes  the  same 
rate,  and  insures  against  the  risk  at  sea. 


It  was  then  proposed  to  give  in  evidence 
the  practice  of  other  offices  as  to  delivering 
policies. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner.— -I  think  this 
is  evidence ;  but  perhaps  the  best  way  is  to  be- 
gin with  the  office  of  the  defenders,  and  then 
prove  the  practice  of  others. 

i^IdSSteaw.         ^^^e»  another  witness  was  called. 
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Hope 9  SoL-^Gen. — This  is  to  prove  a  refusal  Mills 

to  deliver  a  policy  on  the  part  of  the  agent  on  Albion  In- 

a  false  pretence,  and  the  pursuer  is  Hot  to  make  ^1^^^^^ ' 

out  his  case  by  proof  of  fraud  in  a  different  ^^^^^t  of  aS  ^ce 

transaction*  'Ejected  in  a 

question  with 

Jeffrey. — The  fraud  is  not  the  question  here ;  ^^  office 
but  the  practice  of  trade  as  to  delivering  poli- 
cies being  proved,  and  the  policy  in  this  case 
not  being  delivered,  is  it  not  competent  for  me 
to  show  that  they  had  a  reason  for  withholding 
it? 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — This  is  not 
evidence  to  establish  the  contract,  but  of  the 
act  of  an  agent  to  affect  his  principal ;  and  re- 
lates to  an  insulated  transaction,  of  which  the 
defenders  had  no  notice,  it  is  incompetent. 

Hope,  Sol'Gen.  in  opening  for  the  defend- 
ers, said.  By  act  of  Parliament  the  defenders 
are  prohibited  from  taking  any  insurance  at  sea, 
and  their  proposals  all  exclude  it ;  but  it  is  said 
the  receipt  does  not ;  the  check,  however,  does, 
and  is  referred  to  in  the  receipt. 

In  the  opening  it  was  not  distinctly  stated 
whether  the  company  or  the  agent  were  liable. 
The  company  do  not  mean  to  separate  them- 
selves from  the  agent ;  but  the  question  is, 
whether  the  company  are  to  be  liable  for  an 
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act  of.  which  they  were  ignorant,  and  which,  was 
contrary  to  the  authority  of  the  agent,  and  to 
act  of  Parliament.  But  it  is  necessary  to  know, 
against  whom  the  pursuers  proceed,  as,  if  t  Ha* 
milton  acted  as  agent,  he  is  not  personally  re* 
sponsible,  and  if  he .  is  personally  responsible 
the  company  are  not  liable,  as  he.  did  not  act 
for  them. 

When  the  deposition  of  Mr  Hamilton  as  a 
haver  was  mentioned,  an  objection  was  taken  to 
any  reference  to  it,  and  his  Lordship  held  that 
it  could  only  be  read  as  to  the  papers,  but.not 
in  proof  of  a  fact. 

Hope^  SoUGen. — I  submit  to  the  Court, 
that  hy  act  of  Parliament  this  contract  is  void, 
and  that  the  sum  is  forfeited. 


A  question  of 
law  reserved,  as 
it  would  have 
formed  a  bar  to 
tt  verdict 


Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — I  do  not  know 
that  I  could  direct  a  verdict  on  this  ground. 
If  the  argument  X  is  well  founded,  it  goes  to 
show  that  the  action  has  no  found^tion,^  and  this 
rests  on  a  pure  point  of  law,  upcm  which  the 
Court  of  Session  must  decide.  The  onlyi  way 
I  can  deal  with  it  is  to  put  the  question  in 
the  issue  to  the  jury,*  and  reserve  the  point* 
The  law  on-  the  act  of.  Parliamcnit  qannot  be 
stated  to  the  jury,\as  it  is.  a  bar  to  a  verdict  on 
the  issue. 
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The  first  witness  called  for.  the  defenders        ^ii-^s 

At 

was  a  nephew  to  the  defender^  Hamilton,  afid  Albiok  In- 
an  objection  to  his  admissibility  was  sustained.  '^^^^^^Q- 
The  second  was  the  clerk  with  whom  part  of  a  nephew  rejecu 

•  ed  as  a  witness. 

the  transaction,  as  to  the. insurance,  had  taken   a cierk  who  may 

think  himself  in- 

place,  and  to  him  it  was  objected  that  he  was   terested  admis-  ' 

interested,  as  he  could  only  tell  one  story  with 
safety  to  himself. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — That  goes  to 
credit,  not  competency. 

The  witness  was  then  called ;  but  from  what 
he  stated  in  his  examination  in  imtiaUbuSf  the 
defenders  did  not  examine  him,  and  rested  the 
case  on  the  written  evidence. 

Jeffrey 9  in  reply.— The  question  here  is. 
Whether  there  was  an  insurance  from  loss  at 
.sea?  The  .pursuers  paid  the  full  premium  for 
such  an  insurance,  and  had  no  motive  to  insure 
any  where  else,  as  the  vessel  is  almost  constantly 
at  sea. 

It  is  said  I  ought  to  have  sent  for  the  policy ; 
but  was  my  not  doing  so  a  neglect  to  be  vi- 
sited with  so  severe  a  penalty,  especially  when 
Hamilton  entrapped  me  into  the  insurance  by 
concealing  a  letter  from  the  company  in  Lon- 
don^ .  As  I  must  have  a  verdict,  I  see  no  use 
in  distinguishing  between  the  agent  and  the 

VOL.  IV.  K 
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cpmp^ny ;  for,  with  respect  to  the  pursuers^ 
the  compmy  are  foreigners,  and  the  agent  the 
only  one  against  whom  they  can  come. 

As  tp  the  statute,  the  Judge  in  the  Ad- 
miralty Coftrt  at  first  repelled  the  plea,  but  af- 
terwards reserved  it.  I  did  not  bring  his  judg^ 
ment  on  this  point  into  the  Court  of  Session, 
and  the  other  party  only  appealed  on  the  point 

of  ejcpenoes. 


Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — With  regard 
to  this  last  point,  it  would  be  quite  wrong,  gen- 
tlemen, to  embarrass  your  minds,  as  this  is  not 
the  proper  place  for  it,  and  if  it  proves  an  im- 
pediment to  your  verdict,  it  will  be  so  dealt 
with  in  the  proper  place. 

There  has  been  much  time  occupied  in  dis- 
cussions on  evidence  which  required  great  at- 
tention, but  every  thing  that  has  come  out  con- 
firms me  in  thinking  I  was  right  in  what  I  did. 
I  shall  therefore  now  call  your  attention  to 
the  history  of  the  case,  and  the  evidence  in 
support  of  it. 

On  one  side,  I  am  sorry  to  say,  there  appears 
to  have  been  much  negligence,  and  perhaps 
there  was  negligence  on  both.  It  is  for  yon 
to  consider  whether  there  should  not  have  been 
more  accuracy  on  the  part  of  the  pursuers  i  but 
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if  the  n^igence  was  on  the  part  of  the  agent 
for  the  defenders,  it  is  impoasible  to  visit  the 
pursuers  with  the  consequences  of  that  negli* 
gence. 

By  the  terms  of  the  slip  the  policy  is  to  be 
delivered  to  the  party,  or  his  order,  bat  this 
does  not  fix  that  he  must  send  for  it.    There 
was  much  evidence  as  to  delivery  of  policies, 
and  the  obligation  to  send  them,  or  to  send  for 
them*    On  this  subject  the  letter  from  the  com* 
pany  to  Hamilton  is  important,  though  it  was 
given  in  for  a  different  purpose.     This  letter, 
suggesting  to  the  agent,  that,  unless  the  pur- 
suers agreed  to  the  restriction,  the  policy  should 
not  be  renewed,  was  an  additional  obligation 
on  him  to  communicate  the  restriction )  and  it 
is  admitted  that  these  letters  were  not  commu- 
nicated to  the  pursuers  till  after  the  loss.    The 
company  are  entitled  to  have  the  case  well  con- 
sidered, as,  by  the  negligence  of  their  agent, 
this  letter  was  not  brought  into  view,  and  they 
had  no  oppoltunity  of  withdrawing  their  busi- 
ness and  placing  it  in  other  hands,  and  no  in- 
formation was  given  to  them  at  the  time  the 
united  policy  was  substituted  for  the  separate 
ones.    The  great  feature  of  the  case  is  conceal- 
ment }  and  the  question  is,  who  is  to  suffer  by 
tW  concealment  ?  If  the  concealment  is  made 
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out  to  your  satisfaction,  that  will  warrant  a  ver- 
dict for  the  pursuers. 

The  policy  was  not  ~  sent  in  due  time,  and 
while  the  thing  was  in  head,  and  the  subject 
of  attention,  which  is  an  alleviation  of  the  negli- 
gence on  the  part  of  the  pursuers.  The  ques* 
tion  here  is  not  whether,  under  the  policy,  the 
defenders  are  liable  for  the  loss,  but  whether 
they  are  under  an  obligation  on  the  facts  of  the 
transaction,  to  pay  the  loss,  because  they  did  not 
insure  according  to  their  promise  and  agree- 
ment? 

If  this  had  been  a  question  on  the  policy, 
then  no  parol  evidence  could  have  been  receiv- 
ed ;  but  the  question  upon  the  issue  is,  whether 
there  was  an  agreement  to  insure  against  the 
risk  at  sea  ?  and  you  are  to  say  by  your  verdict 
whether  the  agreement  is  made  out.    To  prove 
this,  evidence  of  specific  words  is  not  necessary. 
It  is  sufficient  if  it  is  made  out  by  facts  and  cir- 
cumstances.    It  is  an  anomalous  case,  being  an 
obligation  to  relieve  from  the  loss  of  a  vessel 
where  there  is  no  policy.  In  making  out  the  case 
of  an  implied  contract  the  rate  of  premium  is 
most  important,  as  the  consideration  paid  is  of 
the  essence  of  the  contract. .  In  insurances  the 
premium  and  indemnity  go  together.    The  pre- 
mium  is  less  if  the  risk  is  less,  and  vice  versa* 
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In  this  case  the  premiam '  was  10s.  Sd.^  and 
there  is  a  eloud  of  witnesses  to  prove  that  this 
was  sufficient  to  cover  the  whole  risk.  The 
sea  risk  had  a  premium  attached  to  it  as  much 
as  in  the  case  of  war  or  peace.  Without  the 
risk  at  ^ea  the  premium  is  proved  to  be  3  s. 

The  risk  is  taken  by  persons  who  say  they 
had  no  power  to  take  it ;  but  they  should  have 
said  so  before.  If  you  agree  with,  me  in  the 
view  I  have  taken,  you  will  not  make  any  dis- 
tinction amongst  the  defenders,  but  find  gene- 
rally for  the  pursuers. 

Verdict — "  For  the  pursuers." 

Forsyihf  Jeffrey,  and  Cockburn,  for  the  Pursuer. 
SoUcHor-General  and  Jardine,  for  the  Defenders.    , 
<Agent9,  Ro.  Ru4herjordf  w.  s.  JDamel  FUher^  w.  t.) 
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V. 

Whyte,  and 
Hamilton 

V. 

Whtte. 
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Akrott  t).  Whyte,  and  Hamilton  t;. 

Whyte.* 

1 HESB  were  two  actions  to  recover  damages  on   Damages  for  a 

nuisance. 


*  These  cases  were  set  down  for  trial  at  Glasgow ;  and  on   a  view  refused 
the  first  day  of  the  sittings  (I8th  September  1826)  an  appli*    "» a  case  of  nui- 
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One  Juryman 
being  taken  ill 
during  a  trial, 
inooBpetent  to 
proceed  with  tlie 
remainder  of  the 
Jury. 


account  of  injuiy  done  to  the  properties  of  the 
pursuers  by  manufactures  ctu'ried  on  by  the  de- 


cation  was  made  fat  a  view^  which  it  was  stated  Lord  Macken- 
sie  had  refbsed  on  what  was  thought  a  miseonstraction  of  the 
51at  lectioB  of  the  act  of  aederant. 

Je^r«y.— This  was  settled  by  one  of  the  Judges^  and  there 
is  no  power  of  review.  There  is  not  now  time  before  the  trials 
and  a  view  would  only  mislead. 

Moneniff^^We  made  the  apptication  more  than  six  days 
before  the  trial>  and  had  a  right  to  a  view;  but  having  been 
refused^  we  are  now  entitled  to  it. 

Lord  Criet  Commissionia.— -It  is  clear  on  every  ground 
that  this  should  not  be  granted.  The  51st  section  overrides^ 
and  was  meant  to  override^  every  section ;  and  it  requires  that 
this  motion  should  have  been  made  during  the  session.  It 
seems  to  me  that  Lord  MadEenane  bra  pot  the  true  oonstmc- 
tion  on  the  act.  The  nix  days  are  necessary^  as  many  things 
are  to  be  done ;  though  in  a  case  requiring  a  view  perhapa  the 
Court  would  grant  it^  though  the  motion  was  not  made  during 
the  session.  But  I  think  it  right  to  state,  that  the  Court  was  at 
first  too  lax  in  granting  views,  and  that  there  is  reason  to  fear 
that  in  some  cases  they  have  not  tended  to  the  ends  of  justice* 
In  some  cases  a  view  is  essential,  but  in  others  the  reverse.  It 
is  most  important  that  this  case  should  come  befinre  the  jury 
without  [»iepoB6e8BioB,.and  a  view  would  be  cBsadvant^eous* 

On  the  following  day,  I9tlk  September,  the  case  proceeded  to 
trial ;  and  after  the  pursuers  had  led  a  great  part  of  their  evi« 
deuce,  one  ef  the  jvry  was  taken  ill ;  aad  it  being  proved  by 
two  medical  gentlemen  then  in  Court  that  he  was  not  in  a  state 
of  health  fit  to  proceed  with  the  case,  an  application  was  made 
to  the  Court  to  proceed,  of  consent  with  the  remaining  elewn, 
or  that  the  case  should  be  taken  on  the  following  day. 
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fender,  and  to  have  the  work  removed  as  a  nui- 
sance. 


D£F£NCEi*~The  manitfiicture  was  carried  on 
long  before,  and  at  the  time  the  puriuers  pur- 
chased their  properties ;  and  ev^i  if  it  amounts 
to  a  nuisance,  the  pursuers  hate  acquiesced  in  it. 


ISSUES. 


€€ 


It  being  admitted  that  the  pursuer  is  pro- 


Lo&B  Chief  Commii  sionbiu—- This  cannot  put  off  the  other 
c&se  which  is  fixed  for  to-morrow ;  and  if  it  is  to  be  strictly 
dedl  withi  'peithapa  a  new  noliee  df  trial  may  be  necessary. 

LoBB  PiTMiLLY.— tt  Is  the  eamest  desire  of  the  Court  to  re- 
He^e  (beta  psrtles  m  tbeunfbitunate  situation  in  which  they  are 
placed  ;  but  we  most  woKk  by  the  act*  of  Parliament  dtmsiittit- 
ing  the  Court ;  and  I  have  no  doubt  that  the  proposal  to  pi«« 
ceed  with  eleven  jurymen  is  incompetent. 

Lou>  Chisf  CoiafiissidvB]i.*«-NoChingbiittlicdifficiilt3^in 
point  of  law  being  insurmountable  could  induce  us  to  come  to 
the  decision  that  this  is  incompetent.  It  is  very  desirable  that 
lihe  case  ehciald  be  tried^  and  for  that  purpose  I  would  eren  re- 
turn next  week;  or  perhfqps  the  parties  might  fonn  a  tribunal 
for  themselves^  and  agree  to  refer  it  to  two  men  of  business, 
and  to  some  person  high  in  the  law,  to  decide  the  point  of  law^ 
ea  it  is  deariy  akgd  polat. 

The  case  was  accordingly  delayed.  In  November  a  motion 
was  iiuKle»  tiut  the  casea  shetild  be  tried  at  Glasgow ;  but  the 
Court  refused  the  appUcatioD^  en  tbe  ground  that  the  eacpeitce 
would  be  nearly  balanced,  and  that  they  were  cases  in  whidi 
delay  should  aot  be  allowed. 


AltROTT 

WflTtE,  AND 
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**  prietor,  and  has  been  proprietor  since  1807f 
**  of  a  house  and  about  three  acres  of  arable 
**  land,  situate  on  the  banks  of  the  river  Clyde, 
'*  and  that  the  defenders  are  proprietors  and 
<<  tenants  of  about  three  acres  of  land  immedi- 
"  ately  adjoining  on  the  north-west  to  the  pro- 
"  perty  of  the  pursuer : 

'*  It  being  also  admitted,  that,  upon  the  pro- 
•*  perty  occupied  by  the  defenders,  there  are 
**  erected  buildings  in  which  soda  and  other 
**  substances  are  manufactured  : 

"  Whether  on  or  about  the  1st  day  of  Ja- 
**  nuary  1816,  and  subsequent  thereto,  there 
<<  arose,  and  continued  to  arise  from  the  said 
**  manufacture,  certain  noisome,  offensive,  nox* 
**  ious,  or  unwholesome  vapours  or  stenches, 
which  were  diffused  or  spread  over  the  pro- 
perty of  the  pursuer,  to  the  nuisance  of  the 
said  pursuer,  whereby  the  said  property  was 
**  deteriorated,  and  the  pursuer  incommoded 
**  and  annoyed  in  the  enjoyment  thereof,  to 
**  the  injury  and  damage  of  the  pursuer  ? — Or 
"  Whether  in  the  aforesaid  year  1807,  and 
**  prior  thereto,  the  vapours  issuing  from  the 
*^  manufactures  carried  on  in  the  premises  of 
**  the  defenders,  and  in  the  neighbourhood 
"  thereof,  were  as  great,  or  nearly  as  great,  in 
**  quantity,  and  as  noisome,  noxious,  offensive. 


<f 


<f 


<f 
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or  unwholesome,  or  nearly  so,  in  reference  to 
<<  the  premises,  now  the  property  of  the  pur- 
^^  suer,  as  those  issuing  from  the  premises  of 
**  the  defenders  at  the  commencement  of  the 
*^  present  action  in  1823  ? 

'<  Whether,  for  a  tract  of  time  subsequent  to 
**  the  acquisition  of  the  aforesaid  property  by 
the  pursuer,  the  vapours  issuing  from  the  ma- 
nufactures carried  on  in  the  premises  of  the 
'*  defenders,  and  in  the  neighbourhood  there- 
^'  of,  were  as  great,  or  nearly  as  great  in  quan- 
**  tity,  and  as  noisome,  noxious,  oflfensive,  or 
*^  unwholesome,  or  nearly  so,  in  reference  to  the 
"  said  premises,  now  the  property  of  the  pur- 
'  «suer,  as  those  which  issued  from  the  same  in 
<<  19S3,  without  any  challenge  or  complaint  be- 
*<  ing  made  against  the  same  by  the  pursuer  ? 


AKBOTt 


ti 


fC 


99 
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Whyte,  and 
Hamiltok 

Whyte. 


Buchanan  opened  the  case  for  the  pursuer,' 
and  stated,  That  this  was  not  in  a  situation  ap- 
propriated to  nuisance ;  that  at  the  time  of 
the  purchase  offensive  smells,  but  nothing  nox- 
ious, occasionally  issued  from  the  manufactory^ 
from  discharging  Turkey  red ;  but  that  the 
substances  manufactured  were  now  soda  and 
bleaching-powder,  which  destroyed  the  trees 
and  shrubs  on  the  pursuer's  property.  If  the 
defenders  mean  to  estaUish  acquiescence,  they 
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Charity  v,  Rid- 
ddl,  July  5, 
1808. 

In  a  question  of 
nuisance,  evi- 
dence may  be 
given  of  die  state 
of  the  works  sub- 
sequent to  the 
date  of  the  sum- 
mons. 


must  prove  the  works  to  be  the  same  as  for* 
merly ;  whereas  there  are  now  fifty*one  chim- 
neys^  and  formerly  there  were  only  three.  On 
the  law  I  would  only  refer  to  one  case. 

When  evidence  was  offered  of  damage  done 
to  the  pursuer's  property  durhsg  1825, 

Jeffrey f  for  the  defenders,  objects,  This  ac- 
tion was  then  in  Court,  and  the  damage  must 
be  limited  to  the  date  of  the  action.  The  proof 
must  be  as  if  it  had  been  taken  the  day  the  case 
came  into  Court. 

Moncr^i^.— The  evidence  is  offered  to  prove 
the  nuisance. 


Lo&D  GiLxiEs.^ — With  regard  to  the  da- 
mage the  Court  go  into  the  reasoning  of  the 
defender  i  but  this  action  goes  to  the  abate- 
ment of  the  nuisance,  and  the  nuisance  may 
be  proved  by  evidence  up  to  the  present  time, 
though  the  jury  can  only  give  damages  for  in- 
jury prior  to  18S3.  But  the  question  may  be 
attended  with  some  difficulty,  and  the  object 
does  not  seem  very  material. 


Upon  this  Mr  Mcmcreiff  did  not  insist  in 
the  questions  put. 

A  juryman  having  asked  a  witness  to  state 
the  quantity  of  grass  injured,  Lord  Gillies  ob- 
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served,  that  ^e  real  questum  was,  Whether  this       Arrott 
was  a  nuisance  to  be  put  down  ?  and  that  the    Whyte,  akd 
damage  could  not  be  estimated  by  proof  of    H^>*|^^T®»r 
such  details.  Whytb. 

Evidence  was  afterwards  called  to  prove  the 
injury  done  to  the  properties,  which  one  of  the 
witnesses  estimated  above  Lw  1000  on  each. 

Jeffrey  for  the  defends,  said,  This  is  the  first 
instance,  since  the  institution  of  this  Court, 
where  the  rules  of  nuisance  are  to  be  practi* 
cally  applied.  This,  I  admit,  would  be  a  nui- 
sance, if  introduced  into  a  pure  neighbourhood; 
but  I  cannot  on  that  ground  admit  that  it  is  to 
be  put  down,  or  even  restricted,  as  it  is  in  a 
situation  whidi  has  been  appropriated  to  offen* 
sive  worics  for  more  than  forty  years.  In  the 
country  draining  land,  or  in  town  building  up* 
on  property,  may  materially  injure  the  neigh- 
bouring i^operty,  but  cannot  therefore  be  pre- 
vented. 

In  some  cases  a  manufacture  is  objectionable 
as  a  puUic  nuisance,  bnt  that  must  be  in  a  po- 
pulous neighbourhood ;  and  this  explains  the 
decision  in  the  case  of  Charity,  which,  how- 
ever, has  not  been  supported  by  subsequent  ddrSdysf^* 
and  better-conindered  cases.  A  small  exten- 
aon  <^  an  offensive  work  will  be  defended,  if 
required  by  the  improvement  of  the  manufac- 


Dewar  v.  Fnser, 
SOth  January 
1767,  Mor. 
12803 
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Arbott       ture,  or  the  extension  of  the  trade  of  the'  coun- 

V. 

Whyte,  and   try.     The  object  of  the  defenders' is  to  obtain 

Hamilton  ^    .  ,.        .,,-,.  r      .i_ 

,;.  munatic  acid,  which  is  necessary  for  the  manu- 

^Whytb^  factures  of  the  country;  and  it  is  their  interest 
Baiienie  v.  to  prevent  the  escape  of  the  substance  (oxymu- 
1813.  natic  gas,)  of  which  the  pursuers  complain. 

On  the  plea  of  acquiescence,  it  is  of  import^ 
ance  that  nothing  was  done  by  the  pursuers  till 
1820,  after  ail  the  works  were  erected,  and  a 
large  sum  of  money  expended,  and  the  works 
carried  on  from  1816  to  1820  under  the  eyes 
of  the  pursuers  ;  and  even  if  there  was  a  short 
intermission  from  the  bankruptcy  of  a  com- 
pany, that  does  not  prevent  the  parties  from  re- 
suming the  work.  I  doubt,  in  the  present  case, 
if  the  additions  could  be  complained  of,  even  if 

w&^Ma^uwi^'  ^^^^  ^^^^  *  P^^^  neighbourhood,  as  they  are  ne- 
cessary additions'  to  the  original  soda  works. 
There  is  nothing  to  trace  the  damage  to  the 
additions. 

More,  for  Tennant  and  Company. — My  cli- 
ents entered  in  1822,  and  left  the  works  at  the 
first  term  after  they  were  questioned ;  and  hav- 
ing entered  bonafidej  and  being  only  tenants, 
their  case  differs  from  the  proprietors. 
After  the  evidence  for  the  defender, 
Moncreiff. — The  question  in  the  issue  is 
simply,  Whether  noxious  vapours,  he.  arose,: 

4 


18S6. 


THE  JURY  COURT. 


15T 


and  what  was  the  damage  suffered  by  the  pro-       Arrott 
perty  of  the  pursuer  ?     There  is  no  separate    Whyte,  and 
question  as  to  any  party;  and  though  there        ^"'^'Ton 
are  cases  of  nuisance  involving  law,  there  is  very       Whyte. 
little  in  the  present  case. 

This  is  a  case  of  direct  damage  done  to  my 
property  by  a  work  of  my  neighbour ;  and, 
however  profitable  to  him,  there  is  no  doubt  he 
is  liable  for  the  damage  done.  It  is  said  I  am 
not  entitled  to  complain  of  the  extension  of  the 
work  ;  but  if  the  work  is  illegal  at  first,  I  may 
complain  of  the  extension,  as  was  held  in  Cha- 
rity and  Dewar's  cases,  and  Ralston's  case  con-   Ra^ton  ».  Petti- 

/•  1  .      .    1  T.   •         -J    T»  11      •   f  grew,  29th  July 

firms  the  principle.     It  is  said  Ballenie  s  case   i768,  Mor. 

12808> 

affects  that  of  Charity,  but  it  was  there  found 

that  there  was  no  addition. 

'  Here  the  question,  simply  of  nuisance  or  not, 

does  not  apply,  as  there  is  a  great  injury  done, 

which  is  concomitant  with  the  new  works.     I 

ask  damages  for  the  injury  done  by  the  works 

commenced  in  1816 ;  and  it  is  no  answer  to  say, 

that  there  were  other  works  in  some  respects 

similar  in  the  same  situation  prior  to  that  date. 

Certain  things  constitute  a  nuisance;  and  if 

you  bring  a  nuisance  on  your  property,  and  it 

does  injury  to  mine,  I  am  entitled  to  complain, 

and  have  it  abated.      The  properties  were 

bought  as  villas,  and  are  spoiled  for  that  pur- 
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pose ;  and  the  facts  are  not  to  be  set  aside  by 
theory. 

We  neither  came  to  the  nuisance*  nor  ac« 
quiesced  in  it ;  and  the  main  object  is  a  yerdict 
finding  it  a  nuisance  to  our  injury  and  damage^ 
that  the  Court  may  put  it  down ;  but  this  is 
not  sufficient,  we  must  have  serious  damages 
besides  for  what  is  past* 


Lord  GiiiLi£s.-^This  is  a  case  purely  for 
the  jury ;  and  you  gentlemen  have  nothing  to 
do  with  the  prosperity  of  manufactures,  or  the 
relative  consequences  that  may  follow  from  your 
verdict.  It  is  your  business  here  to  do  justice 
between  man  and  tnan ;  and  the  greatest  bene* 
fit  we  can  do  to  the  country  is  to  discbarge  our 
duty,  and  in  the  present  case  to  return  a  true 
answer  to  the  issues  before  us*  Much  law  has 
been  stated,  and  many  decisions  quotod,  which 
appeared  to  me  out  of  place. 

There  is  no  doubt  that  a  man  may  use  his 
property  in  the  way  he  thinks  best }  but  it  is 
equally  true  that  he  is  not  entitled  to  put  a 
nuisance  upon  it.  The  decisions  were  even 
more  out  of  place  than  the  principle  of  law,  as 
every  case  depends  on  its  own  circumstances } 
and  that  is  a  nuisance  which  a  jury  of  intelli* 
gent  gentlemen  think  so  in  the  circumstances 
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of  each  case.    There  is  a  note  by  Mr  Ivory       a^iott 
on  a  passage  in  Erskine,  where  two  eases  are    Whyts>  aw 
nientionedy  and  where  opposite  decisions  are  ap-     ^^^^^'^^^ 
parently  given ;  but  I  hold  both  deciaons  to      ^^^^^ 
be  right.    Your  duty  upon  the  facts  proved  is  Ersk.  ii.  i,  §  2, 
to  draw  the  conclusion  whether  this  is  a  nui- 
saikeei  as  between  one  neighbour  and  another* 

On  the  first  iisue>  it  seems  clear  that  the  va^ 
pours,  &c#  were  hurtful ;  still,  if  you  are  of 
(pinion  with  the  defenders  on  the  second  and 
third,  you  cannot  find  that  it  was  to  the  injury 
und  damage  of  the  pursuer.  If  you  are  of  opi- 
nion  for  the  defenders  on  the  question  of  nai«- 
aance,  that  ends  the  case ;  but  if  you  are  of  opi- 
nion for  the  pursuers,  you  must  then  suspend 
your  judgment,  as  to  the  injury  and  damage, 
till  you  have  made  up  your  minds  as  to  whe- 
ther the  pursuers  came  to  the  nuisance,  or  ac^ 
quiesced  in  it  for  a  tndk  of  years. 

The  question  on  the  first  issue  is.  Whether 
the  nuisance  existed  in  I8I6  ?  and  on  this  I  do 
not  think  there  is  much  contrariety  of  evi- 
dence ;  and  if  you  are  of  this  opinion,  it  is  <tf 
the  more  consequence  to  attend  to  the  contrar 
riety  of  evidence  on  the  other  issues.  There 
are  two  defenders ;  and  if  the  fact  was  merely 
as  to  coming  to  the  nuisance^  then  the  differ- 
ence of  the  date  of  the  purchases  would  be  of 
consequence.     But  there  is  also  a  question  of 
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aoquiescencey  and  taking  Arrot's,  which  is  the 
latest,  it  appears  to  me  to  decide  both  ;  for  if 
he  came  to  the  nuisance  in  1807)  that  also  de- 
cides Hamilton's^  on  the  ground  of  acquies- 
cence ;  for,  though  it  is  a  nice  point  to  decide 
the  precise  time  that  shall  be  sufficient  to  con- 
stitute acquiescence,  still  I  hold  it  clear  that 
acquiescence  from  1807  is  quite  sufficient.  But 
if  the  nuisance  has  only  existed  since  I8I69 
then  it  is  for  you  to  say  whether  there  is  ac- 
quiescencie,  or  whether  the  complaints,  extra- 
judicially and  by  protest,  are  sufficient  to  save 
the  right  of  the  pursuer ;  and  it  is  beneficial 
for  the  country  that  it  should  be  in  your  hands 
to  consider  the  evidence. 

.  On  the  third  issue,  I  am  sorry  to  say  that 
there  is  contrariety  of  evidence ;  and  you  must 
consider  which  are  most  to  be  credited.  The 
evidence  for .  the  pursuer  was  clear ;  and  the 
question  is  not  as  to  this  or  that  mode  of  ma- 
nu&cturing,  but  the  fact  of  nuisance  to  the 
•pursuer ;  and  if  you  believe  his  evidence,  you 
cannot  believe  that  it  existed  to  the  same  ex- 
tent in  I8O7  ;  and  if  you  believe  the  fact  as  to 
the  trees  being  injured,  this  belief  will  not  be 
shaken  by  the  scientific  evidence. 

.  The  damages  will  not  give  you  much  trouble^ 
as  the  value  of  the  crop. or  trees^is  not  much 
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insisted  in,  and  very  slight  acquiescence  will  bat     Innes,  8^. 
^  party  from  claiming-  for  mere  inconvenience;     ani>  Eoln 
He  may  get  the  value  of  the  trees,  but  not  for   glassandCo* 
amenity,  as  he  is  bound  to  claim  at  first,  and 
not  allow  it  to  go  on  for  years.     Acquiescence 
may  be  sufficient  to  bar  thk  claim  for  damages, 
though  not  sufficient  to  continue  the  nuisance. 
The  jury  at  first .  came  into  Court  with  a 
verdict  for  the  pursuers  on  the  first  issue,  with 
L.5  damages ;  but  being  informed  by  the  Court 
that  this,  implied  a  verdict  on  the  other  issues, 
and  that  it  would  be  better  to  find  upon  them, 
they  again  inclosed. 

Verdict~"  For  the  pursuers,  on  all  the  is- 
sues.   Damages  L»5.'' 

Moncreiff'y  D.  F.  and  Buchanan,  for  the  Pursuers. 
^J^ey,  Cockhurn,  ami  More,  for  the  Defenders. 
(Agents,  John  Youngy  C  t/.  F»  Orr,) 


PRESENT, 
LORBS  CHIEF  COMMISSIOKSB,  CRINOLETIE,  AND  MACKENZIE. 


Innes  and  Others,  Tutein.  and  Others, 

AND  XoLN  V.  Glass  and  Company.  Feb.  2k 

1  hese  were  three  actions  against  the  owners    in  an  action 
of  the  Corsair,  on  the  ground,  that  that  vessel   ers  of  a  vessel  for 

VOL.  IV.  L 
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bad  run  down  ^e  Haabet  or  Hope.  The  first 
was  at  the  instance  of  the  owners  of  the  Hope ; 
the  second  at  the  instance  of  insurers^  who  had 
paid  die  value  of  goods  lost  on  board  that  ves«- 
sel ;  the  third  at  the  instance  of  the  master  of 
the  vessely  for  the  value  of  property  lost. 

DfiFENCE.-^-^The  loss  was  occasioned  by  the 
fault,  negligence^  &c.  of  those  on  board  the 
Hope ;  or  was  accidental^  and  in  that  case  there 
is  no  claim  for  damages  on  either  side. 

ISSUES. 

Before  proceeding  to  trial  an  order  was 
made  of  consent  that  a  verdict  should  be  taken 
on  the  pointy  **  Whether  the  loss  of  the  said 
<*  vessel,  called  the  Haabet  or  Hope,  was 
<<  caused  by  the  fault,  want  of  skill,  or  negli- 
**  gence  of  the  master  or  mariners  of  the  said 
*^  vessel  called  the  Corsair  ?''  and  that  the  ques- 
tion of  the  value  of  the  goods,  &c.  should  be 
referred  to  the  decision  of  an  arbiter. 


Cockburn,  for  the  pursuers,  stated  this  to 
be  a  case  depending  on  nautical  skill ;  and  that 
he  would  prove  this  to  have  been  by  the  fault 
of  the  Gorsairi  as  she  had  the  wind»  while  the 
Hq)e  was  as  near  the  wiad  as  she  could  be. 
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When  a  deposition  was  produced,  iwkb,  &c; 

Far^tk  ob}ected,^---The  witness  was  mate  of     an/koln* 
the  Hope,  and  on  watch  at  the  time,  and  is   q^^,,  ]['^^  q^ 
answerable  for  the  loss.    The  other  party  were       >-'^^'^- 

The  mate  of  a 

aware  of  this,  and  produced  a  discharge  to  the   vessel  a  compe. 
witness,  but  it  was  not  produced  till  after  his   a  qu^^^hel 
deposition  was  emitted.    The  verdict  might  be   aiZ^h^^T^ 
used  by  him  J  and  his  giving  up  bis  claim   riiJlJs'ln'^rid 
against  us,  and  making  a  voluntary  oath  along   ^^^  ^^"^ 
with  the  master  against  us,  is  a  strong  act  of 
agency. 

Moncreiffl'^Is  any  answer  necessary  ?  The 
verdict  could  not  be  used  by  him.  He  made 
the  affidavit,  which  is  usual  in  case  of  the  loss 
of  a  vessel. 


Lord  Chirf  Commissioner.— -How  is  this 
verdict  evidence  in  any  case  with  the  witness  ? 
There  is  no  doubt  the  question  goes  to  his 
credit,  as  any  thing  that  affects  his  character  as 
a  seaman  on  his  watch  would  do.  But  the 
question  here  is  his  competency ;  and  I  cannot 
conceive  how  this  goes  to  make  him  incom- 
petent. Unless  the  verdict  is  evidence  for  or 
against  him  in  the  question  of  his  liability,  the 
objection  is  not  good.  Merely  being  liable  in 
an  action  is  too  remote  an  interest  to  affect  his 
admissibility.    Even  if  he  were  liable  to  the 
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owners,  it  would  be  impossible  to  exclude  h^m 
for  the  underwriters.  It  is  the  opinion  of  the 
Court  that  all  the  facts  go  to  the  credit  of  the 
witness,  and  that  the  jury  must  consider  this 
seriously.    . 

Lord  Cringletie.— .The  argument  stated 
would  go  to  this,  that  the  only  witnesses  com- 
petent to  speak  to  the  facts  would  be  excluded* 


A  log.back,  or 
certificate  entered 
in  it,  only  ad- 
mitted to  refresh 
the  memory  of  a 
witness,  but  not 
as  evidence. 


When  a  certificate  entered  in  the  log-book 
was  referred  to. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — ^The  log-book 
and  protest  are  only  good  to  refresh  the  me* 
mory  of  a  witness,  and  to  this  effect  it  is  good 
in  this  case.  ^  With  regard  to  the  certificate 
which  the  witness  saw  wrote,  if  he  read  it  at 
the  time,  he  might  read  it  again  to  refiresh  his 
memory ;  but  if  he  only  saw  the  person  write 
it,  then  it  could  not  refresh  his  memory^ 

Moncrefff'. — We  think  an  entry  in  a  log- 
book by  an  impartial  witness  is  eyidence* 

Robertson.^^The  witness  who  saw  the  writ- 
ing was  a  Dane,  and  could  not  understand  it. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner* — The  log- 
book is  only  good  as  an  admissicw  by  the  pi^rty, 
but  cannot  be  evidence,  as  it  is  not  on  oath. 


1827. 


THE  JURY  COURT. 


(165 


What  is  stated  in  it  of  the  Hope  not  being  to 
blame,  I  thought  hearsay. 

It  was  proposed. that  the  opinion  of  the  nau- 
tical gentlemen  should  be  taken  after  the  evi- 
dence of  fact  on  both  sides  was  closed. 

Lord  Chief  .  Commissioner. — ^If  that  is 
done,  then  the  counsel  for  the  defenders  will 
be  heard  upon  the  evidence  of  opinioui  con- 
fining himself  strictly  to  that  part  of  the  evi- 
dence. 


Innkii,  &c. 

TuT£IN,  &b* 

AND  Ej9ur 
Glass  ani>  Ctf* 

Evidence  of  opi- 
nion not  taken  - 
till  the  cvidenoe 
of  fact  doaad. 
Counsel  for  the 
defenders  then  to 
observe  on  that . 
evidence. 


Robertson^  for  the  defenders.-— The  pur- 
suers have  not  made  out  their  case,  and  have 
only  balled  three  out  of  eleven  of  the  crew  of 
the  Hope.  If  the  description  given  by  them 
is  true,  as  to  the  rate  of  sailing  and  time  of 
changing  the  course,  the.  vessels  could  not  have 
come  into  contact,  but  must  have  parsed  far  a 
stem  of  each  other.  Besides,  they  describe  our 
vessel  as  going  right  to  the  wind.  By  a  sur- 
vey of  our  vessel  it  is  proved  that  she  was  struck 
by  the  stem  of  the  other  vessel 

The  survey  was  shown  to  a  witness,  and  he   LTS^*^ 
was  asked  whether  the  contents  of  it  were  true.   J^«*f  *  '^^^ 

contains  a  true 

Lord  CniEt  Commissioner. — The  regular   statement. 
way  is  to  question  the  witness  as  to  the  facts. 
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•  TuTEINy  &C.  '  ^ 

AMD  KoLN     mory* 
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.j^Jj'^jj^^^        The  master  of  the  Corsair  was  c^led,  but 
yeisd  a  compe-     afterwards  withdrawn,  the  same  objection  being; 

tCDt  Witness  fof  .  *'  ^^ 

theownen,  on      stated  to  him  as  had  been  stated  on  the  other 

an  issue  whether 

damage  was  done  Side  to  the  mate  of  the  Hope*     Indeed,  it  was 
of  the  master       maintained  that  the  objection  was  stronger. 

and  mariners.  ^  r^  r^  rw%\  • 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — ^The  pnnci- 

pie  is  laid  down  by  Lord  Kenyon  in  the  case 

Bent  V.  Baker,     of  Bcut  and  Baker ;  we  admit  him  on  the  same 

ground  as  the  other,  unless  there  is  any  pecu- 
liar rule  in  the  law  of  Scotland. 


Lord  Mackenzie. — There  is  no  di£Krence 
here. 

Moncriefff  D.  F, — Though  the  pursuers 
are  foreigners,  they  will  receive  the  same  jus- 
tice as  the  most  eminent  British  merchant. 
Their  case  comes  in  disadvantageous  circum- 
stances, from  the  difficulty  of  collecting  evi* 
dence ;  but  our  evidence  of  the  fiiets  must  out- 
weigh all  evidence  of  opinion  founded  on  the 
appearance  of  the  defender's  vessel  after  a  long 
voyage.     The  Corsair  was  proved  in  &ult. 

Lord  Chief  CoMMissioNER.-^Before  stat- 
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ing  the  cuse  to  the  juryi  I  wish  to  suggest  to     innbs,  &o. 
couQsel  a  yiew  of  this  case  which  has  £)ocurred     anb  Koi.k 
to  the  Court.     In  the  condescendence  thpre   gla«8^andCo. 
^e  only  two  supposituons  made,  viz.  that  the        -^^-^^ 
pursuers  were  wrong,  or  that  the  defenders 
were  wrong.    But  there  is  a  third  view  which 
is  settled  in  admiralty  law,  that  there  may  have 
been  faults  on  both  sides. 

There  are  four  positions  in  which  a  loss  may 
happen.  It  may  be  caused  by  invincible  &ree, 
or  by  the  fault  of  the  pursuers  when  they  can- 
Dot  recover;  by  the  fault  of  the  defenders 
when  they  do  recover ;  or  by  the  fault  of  both ; 
in  which  situation  the  defender  does  not  go 
free»  but  the  pursuer  only  recovers  one-half,  and 
should  this  be  the  case  here,  I  must  direct  the 
jury  to  find  for  the  pursuer,  and  to  give  half 
the  damages,  which  is  competent  under  the 
jissuOi. 

Moncreiff^BSid  Cackbwrn. — ^We  ask  a  verdict 
for  the  whole,  but  admit,  that,  were  the  damages 
to  be  ascertained  here,  the  jury  might  give  half 
^  amount,  and  they  may  proceed  hypptheti- 

cally. 

For^th  and  Bobertson^^^We  capie  here  as 
Mi  a  total  loss,  and  protest  against  the  applica- 
tion of  the  principle,  and  must  except  to  the 
direction  if  it  is  given. 
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Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — If  yon  think 
this  for  the  interest  of  the  defenders  you  mre 
right.  How  it  is  for  their  interest  is  a  diffe- 
rent question.  If  this  is  surprise,  of  course  it 
cannot  be  gone  into. 

{To  the  Jury.) — If  this  were  a  subject  which 
I  could  treat  familiarly,  I  might  go  into  the 
minutias  of  the  case,  and  explain  it  to  you,  but 
this  is  what  I  feel  incompetent  to  do.  Not 
being  familiar  with  the  details,  I  could  not  hope 
to  make  them  clear  to  you.  But  from  the 
manner  it  has  been  treated  at  the  Bar,  and  the 
attention  you  have  paid  to  it,  I  trust  a  generid 
view  will  be  more  advantageous. 

This  is  a  case  in  which  the  owners  of  a 
Danish  vessel  come  asking  compensation  for  the 
injury  done  by  sinking  the  vessel,  and  I9ay  th0 
defenders  ought  to  pay  the  whole.  On  the 
other  hand,  the  proprietors  of  the  Corsdr  say 
the  fault  was  in  the  Dane,  and  that  no  damages 
should  be  given.  But  there  is  a  third  situation 
when  there  are  faults  on  both  sides,  and  then, 
instead  of  the  pursuer  recovering  the  whole,  ot- 
of  inquiring  who  is  most  to  blame,  the  damage 
is  divided,  and  the  pursuer  recovers  one-half.- 

In  the  present  case,  I  rather  wish  you  to  con- 
sider the  two  first  views,  and  to  make  up  your 
minds  upon  them  ;  but  it  is  competent  for  you 
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to  find  on  the  third  view,  atid  1  shall/  in  eon-*     imkes,  &e.  . 

., ,  ,  ,  -  TUTEIN,  &C* 

currence  with  my  brother,  state  to  you  how     am  Kolk 
this  is  to  be  done. 

The  observations  made  on  the  witnesses  calU 
edv  and  on  the  Corsair  going  off  her  course, 
were  proper ;  but  the  case  must  be  tried  on  the 
evidence,  and  not  on  observation  $  and  in  this 
case  we  hare  had  the  double  evil  of  the  evi« 
dence  being  to  a  great  extent  depositions,  and 
the  witnesses  being  foreigners. 

It  is  clear  that  the  vessels  were  sailing,  the 
one  on  a  wind,  the  other  free,  and  that,  had 
they  gone  straight  on,  they  would  have  passed 
without  injury.  It  is  said  the  Corsair  changed 
her  course,  and  came  nearer  the  Hope,  for 
the  purpose  of  speakings  There  is  evidence 
for  and  against  this  change  of  course,  and  you 
-will  weigh  the  evidence  well  on  this  point, 
as  it  is  a  material  fact  in  coming  to  a  right 
ccmclusion  in  the  case. 

.  The  question  is,  how  this  fatal  accident  hap- 
pened ?  It  is  said  the  Corsair  passed  the  Hope^ 
and  returned  and  struck  her,  and  on  this 
subject  you  had  much  scientific  evidence. 
But  on  the  other  side,  it  is  said  there  are 
facts  showing  that  the  Hope  was  in  fault,  and 
the  material  fact  here  is  the  injury  done  to  the 
iCorsair.     On  this  there  was  much  minute  evi- 


170 


CA8£«  TRIED  IK 


Feb.  26, 


IkneS)  See- 
TuTEiN,  &;c« 

AND  KOLN 

V. 

GtABS  AND  Co* 


deuce ;  but  the  pursuers  object  that  there  ia  no 
evideuce  that  the  ii\jury  to  the  Corsair  was 
caused  by  this  collision^  and  perhaps  it  should 
haye  been  traced  to  this,  but  her  state  is  proved 
soon  after  she  reached  the  end  of  her  voyage. 

Th^re  was  scientific  evidence  to  show  that 
the  accident  could  not  have  happened  in  the 
manner  described  by  the  Danish  witnesses,  and 
you  must  consider  the  credit  of  the  witnesses^ 
and  their  opportunities  of  observation,  and  what 
they  state  as  to  the  positicm  of  the  helm»  which 
is  a  material  fact* 

On  the  question,  whether  the  Corsair  veered 
from  her  course  up  to  a  particular  time,  and 
whether  this  was  proper,  the  nautical  opiniona 
do  not  apply,  except  in  so  far  as  they  state  that 
she  ought  to  have  kept  away.  You  will  thereto 
fore  consider  whether  the  Corsair,  leaving  her 
course*  was  the  cause  of  the  injury,  or  whether 
it  was  not  partly  occasioned  by  those  on  board 
the  Hope  not  having,  with  sufficient  alertness, 
put  the  helm  in  die  proper  position ;  and  if 
you  are  of  o^nion  that  the  fault  was  on 
both  sides^  you  ought  to  find  a  verdict  for  the 
pursuer»  and  add  a  note  that  both  were  to 
Maine. 


Verdict^For  the  puisuer;   but  find  also 
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that  there  was  some  blame  to  be  attached  to     Campuu 
the  Hope.  • 


Davp>8oh^  &61 


Monereif,  D.F.,  Cockbumy  and  Macallan,  for  the  Punruer* 

Forsyth  and  Robertson,  for  the  Defenders. 

(A^gents,  AintUe  and  M^Attan^  w.  s.  Daniel  FUhery  a.  a.  c.) 


PBESEITT, 
LOBDS  CHIEF   COMMI88IONES  AMD  PITMILLT. 


Campbell  v.  Datidson^  &c. 


1827. 
March  14. 


Keduction  of  a  trust-deed  and  latter  will,  on    Finding  fiir  the 
the   ground  of  a   false   date,  of  UindnesSy   quationw?e£er 
of  insanity,  or  want  of  disposing  mind,  of  the   uie^of  ib^ 
granter  not  being  made  acquainted  with  its  '^'^' 
contents,  and  of  its  being  obtained  through 
gross  fraud  and  circumvention. 


ISSUK. 

Whether  the  deed  was  not  the  deed  of  the 
late  J<An  Mackinnen  Campbell  ? 

Bellf  for  the  pursuer,  stated.  That  the  grant- 
er of  the  deed  was  in  a  state  of  delirium,  fixun 
constant  and  excesaiTe  use  of  spirits :  That  the 
agent  had  acted  rashly  in  being  a  party  to  it, 
and  had  made  out  the  deed  without  either  writ* 
ten  or  verbal  instructions. 
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Campbell     .    In  the  course  of  the  evidence  for  the  pur* 
Datibson,  &c,  suer,  it  was  proposed  to  give  ii^  the  settle* 

ment  of  Mr  Campbell's  mother,  with  refe- 
rence to  a  witness  that  might  be  called  by 
the  defenders.  And  a  question  was  asked, 
whether  it  was  necessary  to  call  the  instrument- 
ary  witnesses  ? 

Lord  Chief  Commis3Ioner* — It  is  not  ne- 
cessary to  produce  evidence  now,  either  to  sup- 
port or .  defeat  the  testimony  of  a  witness. 
This  deed  is  not  in  the  cause,  and  is  therefore 
inadmissible.  With  regard  to  calling  the  in- 
strumentary  witnesses,  the  Court  can  give  no 
direction,-«-*Counsel  must  judge  for  themselves* 


Circumstances  in 
which  a  counsel 
in  opening  a  case 
was  allowed  to 
state  the  import 
of  documents, 
the  Court  not 
then  deciding 
whether  they 
were  admisable 
in  eyidenoe. 


Moncreifff  Z>.  P.  for  the  defender,  said. 
That,  from  the  nature  of  the  charges  in  the  sam^ 
mons,  he  felt  it  his  duty  to  call  the  instrument- 
ary  witnesses,  though  the  pursuer  had  complete- 
ly failed  in  making  out  his  case.  There  is  not  the 
least  evidence  of  fraud*  Facility,  which  they 
attempted  to  prove,  is  not  in  the  summons,  and 
there  is  not  a  vestige  of  evidence  of  insanity. 
We  shall  show  by  the  correspondence  that  in- 
structions for  the  deed  were  given.  , 

J^JS^^ — ^^  ^^  ^'^^  competent  to  read  letters 
from  the  agent,  who  was  sole  trustee,  and  the 
party  on  the  record. 
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-  Monereg^-— Unless  I  state  them  now,   I     Campbeli; 
have  no  opportunity  of  commenting  on  tkem.     Davibsor,  && 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — ^There  is  no 
doubt  you  may  state  this  now ;  but  were  it  the 
practice  at  the  Bar,  I  should  think  it  better  in 
all  cases  rather  to  describe  than  to  read  writ- 
ten evidence ;  but  the  practice  is  so  inveterate, 
and  has  gone  on  so  long,  that  I  can  only  say, 
that,  if  the  Court  shall  hold  them  not  to  be 
evidence,  the  jury  will  discharge  them  from 
their  minds. 


Mtmcreiffj  D.  F. — We  have  been  deprived 
by  death  of  the  evidence  of  Mr  Rollo,  who  un* 
doubtedly  might  have  been  a  witness,  as  he  was 
a  mere  trustee — ^had  no  interest  in  the  case— - 
and  never  acted  as  agent. 

When  Mr  RoUo's  letter«>book  was  producedji 

Jeffreif  objects,  This  is  a  letter  of  the  party, 
as  he  was  a  sole  defender  for  two  years,  and 
t^iough  he  assumed  other  trustees,  and  then  re-  to  a  party. 
signed,  that  does  not  make  it  different.  He 
could  not^  have  been  a  witness  at  the  time  the 
letter  was  written. 

Jawie«oa»— We  do  not  insist  on  Having  Mr 
RoUo's  evidence*  ^  We  do  not.  produce  the  let- 
ters to  prove  the  truth  of  the  statements  in 


The  letter-book 
of  a  deceased 
agent  admitted 
to  prove  that  a 
draft  of  a  deed 
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Campbell     thesfti  but  to  prove  that  a  letter  was  srat  con- 
Davidson,  &&   taiiuDg  such  Statements. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner.— The  difficul- 
ty I  have  at  present  is  in  point  of  form,  but 
that  should  not  be  relaxed. 

This  is  the  case  of  a  defender  trustee,  and 
the  objection  rests  on  his  being  defender.  The 
witness  states  that  a  letter  was  written,  which 
he  believes  he  carried.  That  is  sufficient  evi- 
dence that  it  was  sent.  The  question  then  comesy 
what  use  can  be  made  of  the  letter  ?  and  if  the 
only  fact  required  was  that  a  letter  was  sent, 
that  is  proved ;  but  1  wish  to  know  on  what 
principle  the  contents  of  the  letter  can  go  to 
the  jury.  Is  it  on  tliie  principle,  that,  if  the 
communication  had  been  verbal,  and  a  person 
had  been  present,  that  it  would  have  been  com* 
petent  to  prove  what  Mr  RoUo  said  ? 


South  V.  Pent- 
land.    See  10th 
July  1813. 


Moncreiffl  D.  F. — We  mean  to  prove  that 
Mr  RoUo  made  this  communication  to  the  party, 
and  the  letter  is  much  better  than  proof  of 
what  he  said.    A  tnistee  is  a  competent  wit- 


ness. 


J^ey* — I  admit  it  competent  to  prove 
words  spoken  by  him,  but  that  is  on  the  prin- 
ciple that  the  testator  was  present.    If  any 
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question  occurred  on  the  answer  by  the  te8tstor>     Ca  mpbbll 

that  might  make  the  letter  evidenee^  but  no  datiss'ov,  &c. 
such  question  occurs  here.     Being  trustee  and       '•^'v^*^ 

defender  is  a  good  objection,  though  when  peake,  l.  of  et. 

there  are  several  trustees  some  of  them  have  ^^^' 
been  examined. 

Lord  Chief  CoMMissiONER.'^This  in  one 
view  is  a  point  of  nicety  and  delicacy.  The 
letter  would  not  have  been  evidence  of  a  fact 
stated  in  it  if  Mr  RoUo  had  been  alive»  as  he 
must  have  been  examined  on  oath.  But  if  this 
is  to  be  used  as  proving  the  acts  of  Mr  Roilo, 
then  the  witness  proving  that  the  letter  was 
sent  i&  not  sufficient.  I  feel  much  difficulty 
in  this»  as  his  acts  are  not  to  be  {Proved  by  his 
own  letter.  Is  it  intended  to  follow  this  up  by 
proving  that  the  testator  received  this  letter, 
and  acted  in  consequence  of  it  ? 

Lord  Pithilly. — This  deed  is  dated  on  the 
S6th^  and  the  letter  now  in  question  is  dated 
two  days  before,  and  is  from  the  person  who 
tnmsacted  the  business.  Suppose  that  letter 
were  in  existence  in  the  hands  of  a  third  party, 
it  appears  to  me>  that^  whether  Mr  Rollo  were 
dead  or  alive>  it  must  be  evidence  to  the  jury» 
as  an  act  of  the  person  employed  in  the  execu- 
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CkMYBELL      tion  of  this  deed»     It  is  admissible  evidence  ta 
X)avu>son,  &c.   die  fact,  that  he  sent  the  draft  of  the  deed  to 

the  testaton 

The  evidence  therefore  was  admitted. 


A  l^tee  of  B 
admitted  to 
prove  facts  to 
support  the  deed 
of  A,  though  it 
was  said  the 
funds  of  B  were 
insufficient  to 
pay  the  legacies, 
without  a  sum 
left  to  B  by  A. 

Taiti  L.  of  Ev. 
361. 


1  Phillips,  46. 
Tait,  367. 

2  Hume,  on  Cr. 
351.     Macken- 
zie V,  Hender- 
son, 2  Mur.  Rep. 
219.     Clerk  v. 
Spence,  3  Mur. 
Rep.  461« 


When  the  principal  clerk  of  the  late  Mr 
RoUo  was  called^ 

Cuhinghame.^^^lle  has  a  material  interest,  as 
there  is  a  legacy  left  to  him  by  the  mother  of 
Uie  testator,  Mrs  M^Kinnon,  who  is  dead ;  and 
the  property  conveyed  by  this  deed  is  the  only 
fund  from  which  it  can  be  paid,  and  this  is  a 
vested  interest. 

Afoncrej^— They  are  naturally  anxious  to 
exclude  this  witness,  as  he  is  the  best ;  but 
to  exclude  him,  the  interest  must  be  certain, 
direct,  immediate,  and  he  must  be  able  to  use 
the  verdict  in  evidence.  There  is  no  direct 
interest  here ;  but  the  allegation  is,  that  the 
debtor  of  the  witness  is  interested  in  it,  and 
that,  without '  the  property  conveyed  by  this 
deed,  the  funds  left  by  Mrs  M^Kinnon  cannot 
pay  the  legacy ;  and  are  you  to  try  whether 
there  are  sufficient  funds  to  pay  the  debts  be* 
fore  admitting  this  witness?  Besides,  the  le- 
gacy may  not  be  good,  as  the  pursuers  ques- 
tion the  validity  of  Mrs  M*Kinnon*s  deed. 

Jeffrey .-r^ln  general  terms  we  admit  the 
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doctrine  laid  down,  but  di£fer  as  to  what  is  a  Campbell 

contingent  interest.     Here  no  event  ean  occur  datidson,  &c 

to  defeat  the  interest,  as  the  person  is  dead ;  ^— ^^•-^ 
and  we  offer  to  prove  that  she  had  no  movedbles^ 
ffld  that  her  property  is  burdened  beyond  its 

value.     In  Clerik's  ease,  the  interest  was  con-  cierk  v.  spenc^. 

tingent,  and  reviving  a  prior  deed  was  not  held  451  wk  4^. 
sufficient  to  disqualify  the  witness. 

Lord  Chief  Coxmissionbb.— It  is  not  ne» 
cessary  for  the  Court  to  entar  at  length  into 
the  general  principle,  as  the  reports  show  that 
we  have  already  decided  upon  it.  The  object 
here  is,  to  prove  that  tfab  person  is  interested,  as 
the  property  conveyed  by  this  deed  nuiy  go  to 
increase  the  fund  from  wUch  his  l^acy  is  to 
be  paid.  But  the  rerdict  in  this  case  could  not 
in  any  shape  be  given  in  evidence  in  support  of 
Ilia  claim.  It  is  said  the  l^acy  cannot  be  paid 
^accept  £rom  the  funds  conveyed  by  this  deed ; 
but  this  is  uncertain,  and  remote  $  and  what  are 
we  asked  to  do  ?  Why»  to  inquire  into  the  value 
of  the  personal  and  heritable  property  of  Mrs 
M^Kinnon,  and  the  debts  due  by  her.  It  is 
impracticable  to  ascertain  the  fact  upon  which 
the  objection  to  the  competency  of  the  witness 
depends,  and  therefoire  it  must  go  to  his  credit. 

'  VOL.  IV.  M 
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Ineompetcnt  to 
prove  a  fact  tn  a 
cause  by  the  de- 
position of  a 
haver. 


Ker  V.  D.  of 
Roxburgh,  3 
Mur.  Rep.  132. 


When  the  deposition  of  the  late  Mr  RoUo 
as  a  haver  was  producedt 

Jeffrey  objects,  This  is  incompetent,  as  the 
writings  are  all  produced. 

Moncreiffl^^It  is  not  to  prove  a  fact,  but  to 
explain  why  he  had  no  instructions,  and  he  is 
now  dead. 

Lords  Chief^Commissioner  and  Pitmilly. 
— It  was  ruled  in  a  former  case,  that  it  is  in- 
competent to  prove  a  fact  by  the  deposition  of 
a  haver,  and  we  cannot  receive  it  in  this 
case. 


Jeffirey. — This  is  a  short  point,  the  question 
being,  whether,  at  the  date  of  the  deed,  this 
person  was  in  a  state  of  incapacity,  so  as  to  ren- 
der this  not  his  deed.  His  capacity  at  the 
time  of  giving  instructions  is  of  no  consequence ; 
and  the  most  charitable  supposition  is,  that 
when  Mr  RoUo  ^aw  him,  he  drew  out  any  re* 
mains  of  mind  that  were  left,  and  that  he  be- 
lieved him  more  capable  than  he  was. 


Lord  Chief  Commissioner.— Though  this 
case  has  occupied  an  immense  number  of  hours, 
it  is  confined  to  very  narrow  bounds.  The 
issue  shows  the  question ;  and  if  you  are  satis- 
fied that  the  person  was  capable  at  the  moment 
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of  executing  the  deed,  your  verdict  must  be.  for  Campbi;ll 
the  defender  supporting  the  deed ;  but  if  he  Davidson,  &c. 
was  incapable,  then  it  must  be  for  the  pursuer 
reducing  the  deed,  as  a  party  must  be  of  a 
sound  and  disposing  mind  at  the  time  of  exe- 
cuting such  a  deed.  The  great  and  important 
date  is  about  eleven  o'clock  of  the  forenoon  of 
the  26th  of  October ;  and  the  evidence  of  the 
previous  bad  habits  of  this  person,  which  occu« 
pied  so  mitch  time,  may  be  easily  disposed  of, 
though  it  was  material  as  showing  the  state 
of  his  mind  up  to  the  most  recent  period  prior 
to  the  execution  of  the  deed*  You  are  then  to 
consider  whether  his  mind  continued,  up  to  the 
time  of  executing  the  deed,  in  such  a  state 
that  the  deed  was  his  voluntary  act,  disposing 
of  property  over  which  he  alone  had  con- 
trol. It  is  not  necessary  to  the  execution 
of  such  a  deed  that  a  person  should  have  great 
powers.  It  is  sufficient  if  he  is  capable  of  know- 
ing what  is  done,  and  has  the  power  of  volition. 
There  is  a  most  important  letter  only  fifteen 
days  before  the  deed,  which  takes  off  the  effect 
of  all  the  evidence  prior  to  that  date,  and  shows, 
that,  if  he  was  incapable  at  the  date  of  the 
deed,  the  incapacity  must  have  come  on  dur- 
ing these  fifteen  days.  After  this  letter  there 
is  a  considerable  blank ;   but  on   the  S4th, 
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there  is  a  letter  from  Mr  RdUo,  sending  the 
draft  of  the  deed,  and  the  important  evidence 
is  what  follows  this,  combined  with  that  of  the 
instrumentary  witnesses.  One  of  them  proved 
that  the  deed  was  read,  which  is  important  for  Mr 
RoUoy  but  was  not  necessary,  as  law  would  pre* 
sume  the  reading,  and  the  pursuer  must  make 
out  that  it  was  not  read.  You  must  consider 
the  whole  circumstances,  and  say  whether  they 
prove  the  person  to  have  been  acquainted  with 
the  deed,  and  to  have  approved  of  it  at  the 
time  he  signed  it,  and  it  is  of  no  importance 
how  soon  after  he  became  incapable.  The  case 
depends  on  your  opinion  of  the  evidence^  not 
mine ;  and  according  to  that  opinion  you  will 
return  your  verdict. 

Verdict—"  For  the  defenders/' 

Jeffrey,  R.  Bell,  and  Cuninffhume,  for  the  pursuer. 
Moncreiff',  D*  F>  and  Jameson,  for  the  defender. 
(Agents,  Jame$  Grei^'^  w.  s.  DomMtom  and  Ramtas^j  w.  s.) 


PBESEKT, 
LOBDS  CHIEF  COMMISSIOKEB,  CBINOLETIE,  AND   MACKEKZIE. 


1827. 
Maich  16. 


EwiNo  V.  Crichton  and  Oth£rs. 
Finding  that  a     ^^  actiou  agsiust  the  office-bearers  of  a  Ship- 


pnvate  convey- 
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ping  Company,  to  recover  the  value  of  five       £wing 
shares  of  the  stock  of  the  company,  conveyed      Cbzchtok 
to  another  company  without  the  pursuer's  con-    ^^^^J^^* 

.Sirat*  ance  o^  tile  pro- 

perty  of  one 
Company  to 
another  was  not 

DsFENCE. — The  <^ce«bearers  are  not  liable  to  the  loss,  &c. 
us  individuals,  unless  the  whole  memben  are   uie^^t  com°. 
called*    They  are  not  liable  as  office^beaoers  ^^^' 
for  acts  sanctioned  by  unanimous  meetings  of 
the  members. 

ISSUES. 

<<  It  being  admitted,  that  a  Company  called 
*^  the  Edinburgh,  Glasgow,  and  Leith  Shipping 
*<  Company,  was  foi*med  by  a  contract  of  co- 
<*  partnery,  dated  the  1st  day  of  March  1814r, 
'<  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on  trade  between 
.*'  Leith  and  London^  and  the  ports  in  the  n\& 
<'  Clyde,  and  tiiat  the  capital  stock  of  the  Com* 
pany  was  divided  into  shares  of  L.  50  each : 
'*  It  being  also  admitted,  that  the  pursuer 
was  a  proprietor  of  five  shares  of  the  isaid 
''  capital  stock,  at  the  period  of  the  dissolution 
^'  of  the  Company  in  the  year  1820,  and  tbat, 
*^  during  the  said  year  1820,  the  defenders 
*'  were  the  chairman,  deputy-chairman,  and  di^ 
**  rectors  of  the  said  company : 

^'  Whether  the  defenders  did,  illegally,  and 
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« 

« 


in  violadim  of  their  duty  as  chairman,  depu- 
ty-chairman, and  directors  of  the  said  com* 
pany,  without  the  consent  of  the  pursuer, 
transfer  the  sailing  vessels  and  other  proper* 
ty  of  the  said  company,  to  the  London,  Leith, 
Edinburgh,  and  Glai^w  Shipping  Company, 
according  to  a  private  valuation,  to  the  inju* 
ry  and  damage  of  the  pursuer  ?  Or, 
^*  Whether  the  pursuer  did  acquiesce  in,  or 
homologate  a  bona  fide  transference  of  the 
said  vessels,  &c.  for  their  just  and  true  value 
at  the  time,  although  according  to  a  private 
valuation?" 


L  Montague  on 
Partnerslup) 
120.     Feather- 
stonhaugh,  17 
Vesey  298. 


Skene  J  for  the  pursuer.-«-«The  pursuer  could 
not  be  deprived  of  his  shai'es  by  any  act 
of  the  other  members.  At  the  time  they  at- 
tempted to  dissolve  the  first  company  the  de- 
fenders had  already  transferred  the  stock  to 
the  new  company,  and  after  this  a  majority 
went  into  their  views,  and  agreed  to  a  dissolu- 
tion. The  transfer  by  private  bargain  was  ille- 
gal, and  they  were  advised  by  counsel  that  it 
was  so.  As  the  property  cannot  now  be  brought 
to  sale,  the  pursuer  is  entitled  to  the  valu^ 
on  the  books. 


Circumstances  in       j^  objection  was  takcu  to  a  memorial  to 

whicb  a  memo-  '^ 

rial  to  counsel,     couusel  aud  their  opinion  being  produced. 
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Jeffrey. — The  opinion  is  not  evidence,  but       Kwino 

at 

shows  the  defenders  did  not  act  bmajide.  Crtchtok 


V. 

And  Others. 


dence. 


Lord  Chief  Commissionbr* — The  defen-   a°d  his  opinion 

•         •    •  upon  it)  were 

ders,  in  taking  this  opmion^  appear  to  have  been  admitted  i 
transacting  for  the  company,  and  we  admit  this 
as  part  of  the  transaction.  The  opinion  also 
bears  on  the  question,  whether  this  was  a  bona 
Jide  transaction  ? 

In  the  course  of  the  trial,  his  Lordship  ob-   Wntten  evidence 
served,  in  reference  to  the  necessity  of  the  clerk   by  the  cicrk,  and 

1 .         J  M.      ^1     A     •  •  1         '>*  general  not 

readmg  documents,  that,  m  openmg  a  case,  do-  by  the  counsel. 
cuments  in  general  ought  to  be  described,  not 
read,  by  the  counsel,  but  whether  they  are 
described  or  read  by  the  counsel,  they  ought  to 
be  read  by  the  clerk,  and  there  can  then  be  no 
question  as  to  whether  they  have  been  given  in 
.evidence  or  not. 

Answers  by  the  defenders  to  a  petition  in   ^"^^^  whether 

an  admission  in 

the  Court  of  Session  were  afterwards  put  in  answers  to  a  pe- 
without  objections  from  the  Bar,  and  a  passage   admitted  in  evi- 

%  n  .1  dence? 

read  from  them. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — If  the  an* 
swers  contain  a  distinct  admission  of  fact,  I  do 
not  object  to  this,  but  we  are  apt  to  get  into 
very  loose  practice.  I  wish  objections  of  this 
sort  came  from  the  Bar,  as  the  Court  cannot  at 
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Circumstances  in 
which  a  Yalua- 
tion  of  the  stock 
of  a  Company  by 
one  of  the  part- 
ners was  admit- 
ted in  evidence. 


all  times  interfere.  When  a  categorical  aver* 
ment  and  admission  is  made  in  a  condescen- 
dence and  answers,  then  it  is  of  such  a  nature 
and  solemnity  that  they  are  evidence.  But 
when  mixed  with  ailment,  I  doubt  if  they 
^ould  be  admitted* 

When  a  valuation  <tf  the  stdck,  &c.  produced 
by  Mr  Crichton,  was  given  in  evidence,  his 
Lordship  observed,  that  he  understood  Mr 
Crichton  to  be  an  active  party  in  this  case,  and 
that  this  valuation  Jiad  been  recovered  from 
him,  he  would  therefore  allow  it  to  be  put  in, 
reserving  till  afterwards  any  observations  on 
its  effect. 


Incompetent  to 
prove  a  fact  in 
a  cause  by  the 
deposition  of  a 
haver. 


It  was  objected  to  certain  depositions  by 
havers,  that  they  w^re  not  evidence  of  a  fact. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — They  cer- 
tainly are  not  evidence  of  a  fact  in  the  cause, 
but  they  are  produced  to  show  that  the  party 
made  the  inquiry,  and  as  a  foundation  for  giving 
secondary  evidence. 


Moncreiffl  />.  ^.--^^This  is  a  very  short  and 
simple  case.  Two  companies  agree  to  unite, 
and  apply  to  counsd  for  advice  as  to  the  mode 
of  doing  it ; — 'they  are  advised,  that,  unless  they 
are  unanimous,  they  must  dissolve  both,  and 
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V. 
HI 
AND  OtHSRS. 


then  unite  ;-*they  do  00— iJie  property  is  snude       Swing 

over  to  the  new  company  at  a  ^iduatiiMi*    Tbe     Cbichton 

pursuer  arerred  that  the  property  would  have 

sold  higher  at  a  puUic.  roup,  but  he  has  com* 

pletely  failed  on  this»  which  is  the  only  point* 

It  is  said  that  the  property  of  a  company  must 

be  sold  by  auction,  but  the  objecting  partner 

must  aj^pear  and  insist.    This  sale»  however,  is 

under  the  contract,  and  there  is  nothing  there 

of  a  public  sale.     The  directors  were  bound 

to  obey  the  meetings,  and  they  approved  of  the 

transfer  which  had  been  made ;  and  we  dall 

prove  that  it  was  a  judicious  measure.    There 

is  QO  doubt  on  the  second  isiue^ 

After  much  documentary  evidraee  had  been 
produced  on  both  sides,  his  Lordship  suggest- 
ed the  propriety,  in  such  a  iaue,  of  sending 
to  the  Judge,  the  night  preceding  the  trial,  a 
reference  to  the  passages  in  the  doeum^i^  on 
which  the  parties  relied,  and  pn^osed  that  an 
act  of  sederunt  should  be  passed  on  the  subject. 

Jeffrey^  in  reply.~*It  is  lamentable  that  so 
much  time  and  argument  should  be  wasted  to 
save  a  great  company  from  a  claim  of  L.  120. 
There  is  no  doubt  the  action  is  competently  laid. 

Lord  Chief  CoscMis6iOKEn««^The  only 
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Featheriton- 
baugh,  17 
Vesej  29& 


question  of  law  in  the  case  is  on  the  first 
branch  of  the  first  issue ;  and  I  am  uncertain 
if  it  is  necessary  to  rest  it  upon  this.  For 
though  I  were  satisfied  that  the  private  sale  was 
legal,  I  could  not  nonsuit,  even  if  I  had  the 
power,  nor  could  I  direct  a  verdict  for  the  de- 
fenders, as  this  is  an  issue  sent  by  the  Court  of 
Session,  who  had  this  point  before  them. 

Moncreiffi — I  admit  that  the  action  is  com« 
petently  laid  ;  but  if  it  is  proved  that  the  de^ 
fenders  acted  by  the  authority  of  the  com-* 
pany,  then  they  are  not  liable. 

Jeffrey. — This  point  is  not  open,  as  it  was 
stated  in  the  defences,  and  there  is  a  finding  by 
the  Lord  Ordinary  upon  it.  There  is  nothing  in 
the  contract  against  a  public  sale ;  and  the  case  in 
Vesey  goes  the  whole  length.  The  defenders 
acted  as  attorney  for  the  pursuer,  without  any 
authority  from  him ;  and  as  the  transfer  was 
illegal,  the  sale  must  be  reduced ;  but  for  the 
benefit  of  the  defenders  we  limit  the  claim  to 
the  original  value  of  the  shares,  and  he  is  en- 
titled to  have  his  interest  ascertained  by  the 
last  balance*sheet. 

The  second  issue  is,  Whether  I  acquiesced 
in  9,  fair  valuation  ? 


Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — After  so  long 
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and  protracted  a  trial  my  strength  is  not  equal 
to  going  into  all  the  matter  which  has  been 
discussed;  but  I  must  make  a  few  observations 
on  the  case.  The  issues  in  the  case  are  signed 
by  me,  but  are  to  be  considered  as  issues  sent 
by  the  Court  of  Session ;  and  the  point  to 
which  they  are  directed  is  stated  in  the  inter- 
locutor ordering  the  condescendence.  That  or- 
der is  to  condescend  on  whether  the  pro- 
perty  would  have  sold  for  a  larger  sum  at  a 
public  than  at  a  private  sale.  This  is  the  point 
for  the  pursue  to  make  out;  The  point  for 
the  defenders  to  prove  is  acquiescence. 

Much  law  has  been  stated,  and  when  law  is  in^ 
volved  in  the  question  to  be  tried,  it  is  the  duty 
of  the  Court  to  state  the  law  j  but  this  s^pears  to 
me  a  question  of  fact ;  and  I  should  be  sorry 
to  lay  down  any  abstract  point  of  law  in  such  a 
case.  There  was  much  discussion  in  the  case 
before  the  Lord  Ordinary;  and  by  sending 
it  here,  I  hold  the  question  of  law  closed. 
It  is  said  I  ought  to  direct  you  that  tliis 
was  illegally  done;  but  I  shall  submit  it  to 
you,  as  a  question  of  feet,  Whether  damage 
was  done  to  the  party  ?  The  issue  is  not  to  be 
<;ut  in  parts,  but  to  betaken  as  one  proposition. 
Whether  the  defenders  have  illegally  injured 
the  pursuer  by  a  private  valuation ;  and  if  you 
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are  of  opinion  that  damage  has  been  done  to 
him,  then  it  is  to  his  injury ;  but  if  not,  thens 
is  no  injury.  I  cannot  agree  to  the  proposi- 
tion that  the  valuation  on  the  books  is  to  be 
taken  as  the  rule.  The  question  here  is  the  dif- 
ference of  a  public  or  private  sale*  The  gene- 
ral tendency  of  the  evidence  was,  that  a  pri- 
vate sale  was  more  advantageous  than  a  public 
one ;  and  you  must  judge  of  the  credit  due  to 
that  evidence ;  and  if  you  think  Uiat  no  da- 
mage was  done,  you  will  find  for  the  defen- 
ders, because  there  may  be  a  breach  of  law  with- 
out any  injury,  in  the  same  way  as  there  may 
be  damage  without  any  breach  of  law. 

If  you  find  for  the  defenders  on  the  first  is- 
sue, it  is  unnecessary  to  go  into  the  second ; 
but  if  you  think  the  evidence  proves  damage, 
then  you  must  consider  whether  this  was  a  bom 
fide  and  honest  transference.  If  you  are  of 
opinion  that  it  was  not,  then  there  was  no  ao- 
quiescence  or  homologation  in  it ;  but  if  it 
was  fair,  then  you  must  consider  on  the  evi- 
dence whether  the  pursuer  acquiesced.  This 
depends  not  on  any  positive  act  by  the  pur- 
suer, but  on  his  not  acting;  and  this  is  a 
question  of  fact  in  the  first  instance,  though 
no  doubt  it  is  law,  whether  this  will  con- 
clude the  party.     There  are  two  letters  by 
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the  pursuer,  which  are  material  on  this  point,       Johnstow 
for  your  consideration  ;  and  you  will  obs^*^,   West  of  Scot- 
that,  though  the  first  seems  to  be  suspending   ancb  ComfahV* 
his  judgment,  the  second  differs  from  it,  and 
seems  as  if  he  would  acquiesce  in  what  was 
done  by  the  others. 

Verdict— .'^  For  the  defenders*'* 

An  exceptkm  was  taken  to  the  direction, 
holding  that  the  interlocutor  oi  the  Covat  of 
Sessbn  was  conclusive,  and  that  it  wm  unne- 
cessary to  decide  the  point  raised  at  the  Bar. 
But  the  exception  has  not  been  followed  out. 

Jeffrej^,  SkenCf  and  Mores  for  the  Pursuer. 
Mmcreifand  Buchanan,  for  the  Defender. 
(Agents,  CwnpheU  aaA  Maek^  w.  8»  Jiikn  Vottng,} 


V&ESEKT, 
FOUH  LOADS  COM MISSIOMSAS^LORD  MACKXKZIX  ABSEVT. 


JoHHSTom  V.  West  of  Scotlahd  iHsoRAN^B 

Company. 

An  action  on  a  policy  of  insnranee  to  recover 
the  Tshie  o£  certsin  gooda  and  furniture. 

Defence.— The  damage  was  not  done  by  or 


1827* 
Maich  16. 


Queiy,  Whether 
VB.  Insunnce 
office  is  liable  to 

Say  for  damage 
one  by  pulling 
down  dw  wall  of 
a  hoiue  conaum* 
ed  by  fire? 
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March  16, 


Johnston 


v. 


Wbst  of  Scot- 
land Insur- 
ance Company. 


during  the  fire,  but  by  the  pulling  down  the 
wall  of  a  house  ^ome  days  after. 

ISSUE. 

4 

**  It  being  admitted  that  the  policy  of  insu- 
**  ranee  in  process,  dated  February  11,  1824, 
**  was  in  force  on  the  25th  February  1S25  : 

''  Whether,  between  the  iSid  and  26th  of 
**  February  1825,  the  property  of  the  pursuer 
**  in  Strichen's  Close,  in  Edinburgh,  suffered 

such  loss  or  damage  as  the  defenders,  by  the 

said  policy,  undertook  and  promised  to  pay } 
"  and  to  what  amount  ?** 


t€ 


€( 


Marshall  on  Ins. 
p.  304 

Park  on  Ins.  49. 
47«ttiiton,  126. 
Hodgson  V. 
Malcom,  2  Bos. 
andPuU.  N.B. 
33S.    Hagedorn 
V.  Whitmore, 
157,  1  Starkie. 
6  Barn,  and 
Aid.  107. 
3  Dowling  and 
Ryland,  193. 


J^efff  for  the  pursuer,  stated  the  facts,  and 
argued  that  the  damage  did  fall  under  the  po- 
licy. It  was  not  caused  by  ignition ;  but  a 
great  part  of  the  damage  for  which  the  offices 
are  liable  is  occasioned  by  the  water  used  to 
extinguish  the  fire,  the  falling  of  beams,  &c« 

The  terms  of  a  policy  must  be  largely  inter- 
preted ;  and  at  one  time  in  sea  policies  capture 
was  held  a  peril  of  the  sea,  though  now  greater 
accuracy  is  introduced.  But  the  terms  in  fire 
policies  are  still  general. 

This  is  not  consequential  damage.  The  pro- 
per definition  of  which  is  a  second  damage 
founded  on  the  first.  This  is  a  direct  damage 
done  by  the  fire. 
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Hope^  SoL-Gen.^  for  the  defenders.— We       Johnston 
have  all  along  been  anxious  to  admit  the  facts   west  of  Scot* 
in  this  case,  as  the  question  turns  on  a  point  of  ^nce  Company. 
law  ;  and  we  now  submit  to  the  Court  and  the 
other  party  a  note  of  what  we  admit. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — The  Court 
do  not  wish  to  throw  any  difficulty  in  the  way  ' 
of  this  arrangement ;  but  the  fact9  to  consti- 
tute a  special  verdict  should  he  finite  ;  that  is, 
facts  from  which  there  is  no  conclusion  to  be 
drawn  as  to  their  import  by  the  jury,  but  which 
only  raise  matter  of  law  to  be  decided  by  the 
Court.  If  the  facts  are  of  this  nature,  they  are 
proper  for  a  special  verdict.  But  if  they  leave 
any  conclusion  to  be  drawn  by  the  jury,  they 
are  not.  When  the  case  was  before  me  at 
chambers,  my  opinion  was,  that,  after  all  the 
trouble  taken  in  discussing  the  question,  it 
might  be  found  that  the  facts  stated  are  not 
conclusive. 

Ignition  of  the  articles  is  not  necessary  to 
constitute  the  loss  a  loss  under  the  policy ;  but 
the  loss  must  be  attributable  to  the  fire. 

A  special  verdict  was  taken. 

Jeffrey  and  More,  for  the  Pursuer. 

Hope,  SoUGen,,  and  Z>.  WNeiU,  for  the  Defenders. 

(Agents,  James  Johnttony  John  Elder,  w*  s.) 
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MACaUBEK   AND 

Mackimtosh 

V, 
COLFIN. 


PRESENT, 
tOBDB  CHIEF  C0UMI8SI0NER,  PITMILLT,  AVO  CRIITOLETIE. 
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March  19. 


Circumstances  in 
which  a  party 
waa  found  liable 
in  pa]rinent  of 
an  account  to  an 
agent  in  Edin- 
burgh. 


Macqueen  and  Mackintosh  v.  Colvin. 

An  action  to  recover  fVom  a  party  the  ex- 
penses of  legal  proceedings  carried  on  f(n*  bis 
benefit. 

Dbfenge.*— The  defender  never  employed 
the  pnrsuer,  nor  authorized  any  one  to  do  so. 

ISSUE. 

«•  Whether,  in  the  years  ISSOand  ISfil,  the 
*<  defender  himself,  or  by  others  acting  in  his 
**  name  and  by  his  authority,  employed  the 
*^  pursuers  to  present  to  the  Court  of  Session 
**  an  advocation  of  a  process  at  the  instance  of 
•*  the  defender,  then  depending  in  the  Dean  of 
^  Ghiild  court  at  Inverness,  and  to  conduct  the 
^^  litigation  upon  the  said  advocation ;  or  ho- 
<<  mologated  or  sanctioned  the  proceedings  car- 
«  ried  on  by  the  pursuers  in  his  name,  in  the 
'*  said  advocation  ?  And  whether  the  defender 
^<  failed  to  pay  the  expenses  incurred  in  the  li- 


V. 

CoLiriN. 
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**  tigalion  on  the  said  advocation,  to  the  loss,    ^jvuck^ntosh^ 
'*  injuryi  and  damage  of  the  pursuers  T* 

'  HopCf  SoL^Gen^f  for  the  pursuers,  said,  This 
was  a  simple  case,  and  that  the  refusal  by  the 
defenders  to  pay  was  contrary  to  good  faith, 
honesty,  and  conscience.  It  was  not  disputed 
that  the  Inverness  agent  employed  the  pur- 
suers ;  and  it  will  be  proved  that  the  defender 

f  •        1       r^  /•«  Brvan  v»  Mut- 

knew  of  the  proceedings  m  the  Court  of  Ses«  doch,  3  shaw 
sion,  and  took  advantage  01  their  decision,  and   13,1024. 


has  homologated  the  proceedings. 

TTTi          .!_                                   •          •          .J                    ,  A  process  being 

When  the  process  was  given  in  evidence,  and  put  in,  does  not 

^1.     1.      1         Ti-U                                        "  make  every  part 

the  books  of  the  pursuers,  of  it  evidence  to 


the  Jury. 


Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — Being  thus 
put  in,  I  consider  the  process  as  before,  the 
Court  i  but  it  will  not  be  evidence  of  facts, 
except  in  so  far.  as  they  are  pointedly  averred 
and  admitted  in  the  condescendence  and  an- 
swers.  With  respect  to  the  books,  I  had  not 
formerly  been  accustomed  to  see  the  books  of 
a  party  given  in  evidence  for  him. 

Brown^  for  the  defender.— -The  sole  ques- 
tion here  is  on  the  evidence ;  and  there  is  no 
proof  that  the  defender  employed  the  pursuers, 
or  took  advantage  of  the  decision. 

VOL.   IV.  N 
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March  19, 


Macqdben  and 
Mackintosh 

V. 
COLVIN. 


Lord  Chief  Commissioner.— It  is  true 
that  you  must  be  satisfied  of  the  pursuers'  case 
on  evidence ;  and  the  claim  here  is  for  L.  35. 
It  is  true,  that,  when  an  agent  here  is  em^ 
ployed  by  an  agent  in  the  country,  he  first 
looks  to  the  agent  for  payment ;  but  that  does 
not  dissolve  the  obligation  of  the  party.  On 
the  contrary,  when  the  agent  fails,  as  in  this 
case,  it  is  competent  to  go  against  the  princi- 
pal. The  question  here  is,  Whether  the  pur- 
suers were  employed  by  the  defender  through 
the  country  agent,  or.  Whether  he  took  the 
benefit  of  what  was  done  ?  and  if  you  are  of 
opinion  with  the  pursuers  on  either  of  these  al* 
ternatives,  you  must  find  for  them. 

It  might  be  difficult  to  say  that  there  is  di- 
rect evidence  of  employment ;  but  you  will 
consider  all  the  circumstances  which  the  de* 
fender  must  have  known,  and  the  manner  in 
which  he  acted  in  these  circumstances,  and 
then  say  whether  he  did  not  know  of  the  ad- 
vocation, or  sanction  and  approve  of  what  was 
done. 


Verdict — For  the  pursuers,  damages  L.  35, 
17s.  5d. 

Hope  {SoL'Gen,),  More,  and  Buchanan,  for  the  Pursuer. 

Broum,  for  the  Defender. 

(Agents,  Hugh  Macqueen^  w.  s.  B,  Lockari.) 
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PRESENT, 


Denham 

V. 
OoiLVIE, 


LORDS  CHIEF  COMMISSIONER,  PITMILLY,  AND  CRINGLETIE. 


IS27. 
March  19. 


Denham  v.  Ogilvie. 


An  action  of  damages  by  a  gardener  against  a   Damages  for  de. 

lady  for  defamation,  in  a  letter  addressed  to  his 

master. 


Defence. — The  accusation  does  not  imply 
moral  guilt  j  and  it  is  true  that  the  pursuer  is 
an  insolent  and  troublesome  man. 


issue. 


The  issue  contained  a  quotation  from  the 
letter,  and  put  the  question^  Whether  it  was  of 
and  concerning  the  pursuer,  &c. 

Jqffreyy  for  the  pursuer,  said.  That  the  pur- 
suer being  in  a  bumble  station  made  his  cha- 
racter  the  more  valuable  to  him ;  and  that, 
though  law  presumed  the  £silsehood  of  such  ac* 
Cttsations,  he  would  prove  how  false  they  were. 
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March  19^ 


Denham 

V. 

Ogilvie. 

In  damages  for 
defamation,  and 
no  issues  in  jus- 
tification, unne- 
cessary for  the 
pursuer  to  prove 
his  character 
good. 


When  a  witness  was  asked  his  opinion  of  the 
pursuer's  character, 

Lord  Chief  Commissionbr.— -That  is  evi- 
dence for  reply  in  case  his  character  is  attacked. 
I  do  not,  however,  in  this  case,  mean  to  stop 
it,  though  law  presumes  a  good  character,  and 
in  many  cases  it  would  be  necessary  to  enforce 
the  rule. 

Where  no  issue  is  taken  in  defence,  there  can 
be  no  evidence  of  facts  ;  but  the  general  repu- 
tation may  be  proved,  and  the  evidence  now 
offered  is  good  to  meet  such  evidence. 


2  Starkie  L.  of 
Ev.  862. 
■  Slander. 

273.  Fairman 
o.  Ives,  5  Barn, 
and  Aid.  642. 


More^  for  the  defender,  said,  I  admit  that 
a  poor  man's  character  is  valuable,  but  is  not 
to  be  made  the  means  of  oppressing  the  rich. 
The  expressions  are  angry;  but  they  ought 
never  to  have  gone  beyond  the  master,  being  a 
fair  communication  to  him  of  the  impression 
made  by  the  conduct  of  his  servant. 


Lord  Chief  Commissiobr* — It  is  desirable 
that  this  case  should  not  have  been  brought ; 
and  it  would  have  been  better  if  the  pursuer 
had  remained  satisfied  with  what  his  master  said 
in  his  favour.  Reference  has  been  made  to  the 
law  of  England,  but  the  practice  there  is  very 
different.     This  lady  had  no  call  to  give  aify 
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Cf 


C€ 


character  of  the  servant ;  and  the  question  is 
on  the  last  words  of  the  letter,  *'  whose  charac- 
ter is  so  little  approved  of,  and  so  despised 
by  every  one  in  the  neighbourhood.'^  It  was 
not,  however,  intended  to  go  farther  than  the 
master ;  and  but  for  this  action  it  would  not 
have  gone  further. 

The  first  part  of  the  letter  I  do  not  consider 
actionable,  but  the  latter  part  is  sufficient  to 
sustain  a  verdict  for  the  pursuer  ;  and  one  for 
the  defender  would  be  inconsistent  with  law. 
You  will  therefore  consider  the  whole  circum- 
stances, and  say  what  damages  you  will  give  as 
solatium^  for  there  has  been  no  pecuniary  loss. 

Verdict-<-For  the  pursuer,  damages  L.  10. 

Jeffrey  and  Skene ,  for  the  Pursuer. 

MorCy  for  the  Defender. 

(Agents,  Peter  Cropkty  w.  s.  J.  CampbeU  Junior,  w.  s.) 


M'Cakdijes 
MTandis. 


PRESENT, 
FOVB  LORDS  COMMISSIONERS-— LORD  PITMILLY  ABSENT. 


M'Candies  v.  M'Candie. 


1827. 
March  21. 


Am  action  of  damages  by  a  nephew  and  his      d^^fuo^? 
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14'Candie. 
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March  StU 


wife  agi^inst  his  aunt  for  defamation  of  the  wife  in 
letters  addressed  to  the  husband  and  his  friend. 


DEF£NCE«--^The  terms  used  are  not  action- 
able ;  and  if  they  were,  the  defender  was  jus^ 
tified  in  using  them  from  the  situation  in 
which  she  stood.  There  was  no  publication. 
The  letter  to  Robertson  came  into  the  pursuer's 
hands  by  a  breach  of  confidence,  and  he  has  bar- 
i^d  himself  by  his  delay  in  bringing  his  action. 

Incompetent  to        Skcm  opeued  the  case  for  the  pursuers,  and 

put  a  new  mean-  *  •• 

ing  on  a  libel  at    ^4,  Part  of  ono  of  the  letters  may  mean  that. 

the  triaL 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner.-— You  cannot 
now  put  a  meaning  on  the  passage,  but  must 
be  bound  by  your  inuendo. 


Hutchison  v. 
Naismith,  18th 
May  1808. 


Skene.'^We  are  merely  to  prove  facts,  and 
the  jury  are  to  draw  the  inference.  The  defen- 
ders are  not  entitled  to  prove  the  facts  true  i  and 
writing  to  the  husband  is  publication  sufficient. 

Hope,  SoL'Gen.  for  the  defender.-— It  is 
difficult  to  know  whether  to  treat  this  case  with 
ridicule  or  indignation.  A  nephew  brings  an 
action  against  his  aged  aunt,  who  had  treat- 
ed him  as  a  mother,  for  stating  to  him  what 
she  received  on  crediUe    information )    but 


1927. 


THE  JURY  COURT. 


199 


which,  if  true,  she  would  rather  pay  damages 
than  take  an  issue '  to  prove.  I  admit  that 
writing  to  an  individual  entitles  to  damages ; 
but  saying  a  man  is  despicable  does  not  entitle 
to  damages.  There  must  be  some  specific  charge. 
Jeffrey^  in  reply,  said,  The  jury  must  give 
damages ;  and  the  only  question  is.  Whether 
anything  had  been  proved  to  take  off  from  the 
injurious  characters  of  the  letters  ?  The  words 
are  actionable ;  and  it  is  not  true  that  the  re« 
port  was  believed  at  the  time  \  but  if  it  had, 
the  propagator  of  a  report  is  equally  liable 
with  the  originator.  It  is  not  necessary  in 
Scotland  to  charge  any  specific  crime. 


MTANDIKg 

V. 

MTaxdie. 


Borih.  Lib.  185. 


Lord  Chief  Commissioner.^— We  must  act 
according  to  what  is  law,  and  not  according  to 
what  we  wish  to  be  law.  There  is  no  one  but 
must  wish  that  such  a  case  had  been  settled  in 
a  private  forum  ;  but  there  is  no  doubt  that  it 
is  competently  brought,  as  anything  in  a  pri- 
vate letter,  which  is  injurious  to  the  feelings  of 
the  individual,  is  actionable  by  the  law  of  Scot- 
land. This  is  the  law ;  but  juries  ought  to  be 
particularly  cautious  in  apportioning  the  da- 
mages, which  is  their  part  of  the  tribunal. 
There  is  no  loss  proved ;  and  in  giving  the  so- 
latium for  the  distress  of  mind,  you  must  be 
careful  to  measure  it  according  to  the  original 


soo 


Clark's  Tr. 

V. 

Hill  &c. 
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State  of  the  injury,  and  not  to  give  it  for  the 
publicity  the  accusation  has  now  got,  as  the 
publication  was  by  the  pursuer. 
'  There  is  no  doubt  the  letters  contain  slan- 
derous matter,  as  the  defender  applies  epithets 
as  well  as  states  facts ;  but  you  will  consider 
them  in  reference  to  the  relation  and  situation 
of  the  parties.  This  is  an  action  by  a  nephew 
against  his  aunt  for  a  private  communication  of 
an  infirmity  of  his  wife,  stated  no  doubt  in 
language  stronger  than  was  proper ;  and  the 
epithets  show  her  anger  at  the  marriage.  This 
gives  a  right  to  maintain  the  action  ;  but  it  is 
for  you  to  say  what  solatium  you  will  give ;  and 
in  a  family  question  you  should  be  extremely 
cautious. 


Verdict — ^For  the  pusuers,  damages  L.  50* 

J^ey  and  Skene,  for  the  Pursuers. 

Hope  {SoL-Gen.)  and  Buchanan,  for  the  Defender. 

(Agents,  Campbell  and  Tody  w.  s.  Hugh  MacqueeUy  w.  s.) 


PRESENT, 
LORDS  CHIEF  COMMISSIONER,  GRINGLETIE,  AND  MACKEVZIB* 


UJ27. 

March  22. 


Clark's  Trustee  v.  Hill  and  Others. 


Damages  for 

abrtraeted  muu    ^H  action  by  the  tenant  of  flour  mills  to  re- 
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cover  the  multure  on  certain  quantities  of  wheat     Clark's  Tb. 
carried  by  the  defenders  to  other  mills  to  be       hill,  &c 
ground. 

Defence.— The  mills  are  incapable  of  mak- 
ing marketable  flour.  They  were  shut  up  for 
a  year  before  the  action  was  brought.  They 
are  incapable  of  grinding  the  quantity  neces- 
sary for  the  thirl ;  and  the  defenders  can  only 
be  liable  on  a  proportion  of  the  quantities  car- 
ried away.  The  rate  of  multure  claimed  is  too 
high. 

ISSUE. 

*>  It  being  admitted  that  the  pursuer  is  trus- 
**  tee  on  the  sequestrated  estate  of  Alexander 
^<  Clark,  and  that,  during  the  year  from  Mar- 
<' tinmas  1823  to  Martinmas  18S4,  the  said 
^*  Alexander  Clark  was  tacksman  of  the  mills 
"of  Baldovan,  the  property  of  the  town  of 
"  Dundee,  on  the  water  of  Dighty ; 

"  It  being  also  admitted  that  the  defenders 
"  are  bakers  in  the  said  town,  and  are  astricted 
"  to  the  said  mills,  and  bound  to  grind  or  ma- 
**  nufacture  all  the  grain  intended  to  be  ground 
'*  into  flour  or  meal  for  use  and  consumption 
"  within  the  burgh  of  Dundee  and  liberties 
."  thereof; — 
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Clakk's  Tb.         «  Whether,  during  the  said  year,  the  defen- 
Hill,  &c.       "  der,  James  Hill,  did  wrongfully  abstract  from 

''  the  said  mills  1500  bolls  of  wheat,  or  about 

'^  that  quantity,  to  the  loss,  injury,  and  damage 

**  of  the  pursuer?'* 
There  was  a  separate  question  as  to  each  of 

the  other  defenders. 

Alison  opened  the  case  for  the  pursuer,  and 
stated,  That  almost  all  the  facts  as  to  the  ab- 
straction were  admitted,  and  that  the  question 
to  be  decided  was,  whether  the  mills  were  in 
such  a  state  as  to  warrant  the  defenders  in  going 
to  other  mills  ?  Whether  they  could  not  grind 
marketable  grain ;  and  whether  the  wants  of  the 
thirl  being  25,000  bolls,  and  the  mills  incapable 
of  grinding  that  quantity,  this  warranted  the 
whole  thirl  in  deserting  the  mills  ? 

In  proof  of  their  capacity  of  making  market- 
able flour,  the  corporation  of  bakers  offered 
L.  500  a-year  of  rent  for  them  ;  and  during  the 
lease  to  the  corporation,  which  ended  in  1823, 
they  ground  at  an  average  10,000  bolls  a-year. 
The  incapacity  to  do  the  whole  work  does  not 
justify  any  one  going  away  till  he  experienced 
the  inconvenience  i  and  none  of  the  defenders 
ever  came. 

Landal  v.  Meldrum,  22d  Februaiy  1745, 
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Mon  16023.— Lockart  v.  His  Vassals,  27th     Clakk's  Tju 
July  1736,  2  Elchies,  294— Earl  of  Wigton  p.       Hill^  &c 
Kirkentilloch,  2  Elchies,  295.— M'Dowall  v. 
M*Culloch,  28th  Feb.  l684,  Mor.  8897  and 

15987. 

Millers'  dues  are  exigible  on  grain  abstracted. 
Adamson  v.  Tenants,  20th  March  1682  Mor. 
15965.— Mar  v.  Kerr,  20th  February  1610, 
Mor.  15962 — Campbell  v.  Campbell,  26th 
Jan.  1672,  Mor.  15978.~Ersk.  b.  ii.  t.  9. 
§32. 

Lord  Chibf  Commissioner.-— One  of  the 
questions  stated  is  a  pure  question  of  fact,  viz. 
the  insufficiency  of  the  mills ;  but  another  is  a 
mixed  question  of  law  and  fact,  on  which  the 
Court  must  state  the  law,  and  the  jury  apply  the 
fact  to  that  law.  The  law  involved  in  this  case 
is  not  every  day  law  j  and  the  decisions  on  the 
subject  are  of  old  date.  The  principle  may  be 
affected  by  the  difference  of  times,  and  may 
vary  according  to  the  nature  of  the  thirlage, 
whether  predial  or  in  burgh.  It  may  perhaps 
be  useful,  and  save  time  to  suggest  now,  that 
this  is  not  a  case  in  which  pure  finite  facts  are 
to  be  expected,  so  as  to  bring  out  a  special  ver* 
diet,  but  a  mixed  question  of  law  and  fact  s  I 
would  therefore  suggest,  that  the  best  way  of 


' 


204  CASES  TRIED  IN  March  22, 

Clark's  Tr.      treating  it  would  be,  for  the  jury  to  find  a  ver- 
HiLL,'  &c.        diet  for  the  pursuer,  and  assess  the  damages,  and 

that  a  motion  should  be  made  for  a  new  trial, 
in  which  the  rule  to  show  cause  would  be  grant- 
ed as  a  matter  of  course,  and  the  question  would 
be  considered  deliberately  during  the  Session. 
If  the  law  is  reversed,  then  the  damages  would 
fall. 

In  the  suggestion  of  moving  for  a  new  trial, 
Mr  MoncreifF  expressed  his  acquiescence. 

Moncreiffj  D.  F.  for  the  defenders,  said, 
The  defenders  are  a  few  individuals  subjected 
to  a  severe  thirlage,  which  no  doubt  was  legal, 
but  only  provided  the  dominant  tenement  did 
its  duty.  If  there  is  no  mill,  or  if  it  is  inca- 
pable of  making  marketable  flour,  it  is  clear 
that  the  action  will  not  lie.  Stair,  b.  ii.  t«  7* 
5  27. — Ballardie  v.  Bisset,  8th  February, 
1781,  Mor.  16063.— Reid  v.  Yeaman,  l5th 
January,  1794;  n.  r.  but  alluded  to  by  Mr 
Hume. 

The  pursuer  must  be  in  a  condition  to  take 
decree  for  the  @5,000  bolls  required  by  the 
thirl,  before  he  can  claim  thirlage  on  the  whole 
quantity  abstracted  by  an  individual.  Being 
incapable  of  serving  the  thirl^  he  cannot  pursue 
for  abstracted  multures.    Being  so  high  a  rate. 
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the  defenders  are  entitled  to  the  best  work ;  and     Claak's  Tb. 
this  is  far  inferior  to  other  mills.    In  these  cir-       hill',  &e. 
cumstances  the  question  is,  Whether  the  defen-       '^— %^-^ 
ders  wrongfully  abstracted  ^ 

As  no  miller  or  carter  was  kept  or  used,  of 
course  this  part  of  the  charge  must  be  deduct- 
ed, as  to  that  extent  it  was  not  to  his  loss  and 
damage.  The  passage  in  Erskine  is  against 
the  pursuer. 

Lord  Chi£f  Commissioner. — You  main- 
tain that  he  cannot  get  loss  and  damage  which 
he  did  not  incur ;  but  is  not  this  important  in 
another  view  ?  The  miller  is  bound  to  carry 
the  com ;  but  is  there  not  a  similar  obligation 
on  the  other  party  to  send,  stating  that  he  has 
corn  to  be  ground ;  and  can  you  maintain  this 
plea,  that  the  mill  was  insufficient,  without 
being  able  to  state  that  you  sent  to  him,  and 
that  he  took  your  corn  without  having  the 
means  of  grinding  it  ? 

An  objection  was  taken  for  the  pursuers,  to    ^r^jo/the  facts 
the  production  of  a  protest  taken  by  the  defen-   stated  in  it. 
ders,  and  to  one  taken  by  the  corporation  of 
bakers.  - 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — A  protest  is 
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Clark's  Tb.     g  pttblic  act,  but  IS  uo  proof  of  the  insufficiency 


Hill,  &e. 


of  the  mills.    That  by  the  incorporation  is  also 
inadmissible. 


Billets  given  by 
one  miller  not 
admitted  as  evi* 
dence  against 
his  successor  in 
themilL 


The  persons  sending  wheat  to  the  mill  got 
certain  checks  or  tickets  called  billets,  in  which 
the  weight  of  the  wheat  and  the  quantity  of 
flour  produced  from  it  were  entered.  When  a 
book  containing  a  number  of  these  billets  was 
tendered, 

Cockbum. — These  billets  were  made  at  a 
time  when  the  person  making  them  was  not 
our  servant ;  and  though  we  admit  that  these 
are  the  billets  given  to  this  baker,  we  do  not 
admit  their  contents  to  be  true. 

Moncreiff. — This  is  the  best  evidence,  as 
they  state  the  weight  of  the  wheat  and  the  re- 
turn of  flour. 


Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — You  bring 
these  to  affect  the  pursuer,  though  not  made 
by  him  or  his  servants.  You  may  get  from 
a  witness  a  description  of  what  a  billet  is,  and 
what  it  contains ;  but  if  you  wish  this  as  evidence 
against  the  pursuer,  you  must  connect  it  with 
him.  It  would  be  good  against  him  at  the 
time  the  miller  was  his  servant. 


Circumstances  in 
which  a  witness 


It  was  then  proposed  to  call  back  a  witness 
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who  had  been  fcMmerly  examined^  but  this  was     Clark's  Th. 
objected  to  by  the  pursuer.  Hill,  &c. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — I  know  that       V^^,,^ 

may  be  callecl 

in  one  case,  when  I  wished  to  call  back  a  wit-  ^***  and  again 
ness,  Lord  Pitmilly  informed  me  that  it  was 
incompetent.  But  I  do  not  know  that  it  is 
without  example  to  call  a  witness  again.  It  is 
certainly  better  to  examine  him  fully  at  once ; 
but  I  know  no  good  reason  why  he  should  not 
he  called  again,  if  any  thing  has  been  omitted. 

Lord  Cringletie. — I  think  it  necessary 
that  the  witness  should  have  been  reinclosed, 
or  that  he  should  not  have  been  in  Court,  or 
mixing  with  the  other  witnesses.  But  if  he 
has  been  out  of  Court,  and  not  contaminated 
by  such  intercourse,  I  see  no  objection  to  his 
being  called  again. 

An  objection  was  taken  to  another  witness,    a  perwo  astncu 
that  he  was  one  of  the  thirl.  competent  wit- 

r  r^  r^  t/»  a1  •  ness  in  a  ques* 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — If  this  were  uon  of  abstracted 
to  prove  a  custom  in  the  thirl,  he  would  be  ob-   Se^vl^ii  "^ 
jectionable ;  but  he  is  a  competent  witness  to   ^^^IZi"!^ 
prove  a  fact,  though  his  being  one  of  the  thirl 
mctst  go  much  to  his  credit*     There  may  be 
objections  to  the  questions  put,  as  affecting 
the  interest  of  the  witness  as  one  of  the  thirl ; 
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Clabk's  Tb.     but,  unless  the  verdict  can  be  used  for  or  against 
Hill)  &c.       him,  he  is  a  competent  witness. 

Cockhurfij  in  reply.— The  question  here  is 
not  the  rate  of  thirlage,  or  what  is  to  be  the 
future  fate  of  the  case,  but  whether  these 
five  individuals,  who  admit  they  have  abstracted 
wheat,  have  done  so  wrongfully,  which  does 
not  mean  disgracefully,  but  illegally. 

The  first  question  is  the  capacity  of  the  milt 
to  make  marketable  flour.  I  admit,  that  if 
there  is  no  mill,  or  if  it  is  incapable  of  making 
marketable  flour,  that  the  abstraction  is  legal ; 
but,  on  the  other  hand,  these  mills  are  not  to 
be  compared  with  new  mills  on  the  best  con« 
struction,  but  it  is  sufficient  if  they  can  do  their 
work  as  they  did  a  hundred  years  ago.  It  is 
not  proved  that  these  made  worse  flour  than 
other  mills,  but  just  "off  and  on  with  the  other;" 
and  every  thing  depends  on  the  care  and  atten- 
tion of  the  miller. 

On  the  second  point,  the  plea  seems  to  he^ 
that,  as  the  mills  cannot  grind  more  than  14,000 
bolls,  therefore  they  shall  grind  none.  I  sub- 
mit to  the  jury  that  I  have  proved  that  they  could 
grind  more ;  but,  admitting  that  we  cannot 
grind  25,000  bolls,  the  whole  thirl  is  not  here. 
There  are  only  five  individuals,  who  admit  that 
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the  lilills  cbdld  grind  rtir^'  titties  a^  mufcli  arf    Clark's  Ts. 
they  i^eijtiii'edl  Hiir*  &cl 

The  mill  is  the  dttttiiriatit  trihenietit,  and  6n. 
titled  td»  i^elieve  any  part  of  the  thirl  di^y'thihk 
prd[)er.  Jn  all  thd  cases  diecided  it*  wab'  only* 
^a^^  mtflimitm'  6(  abstraction'  that' Was  allowed*. 
Th(^  parti^s^Were  held  bound  to  go  tb  thb  mill, 
aiid^only,  aftSr  finding  that  the  work*  could  not' 
be  done;  they  Were  allowed*  to'  grind'  what  was 
hecel^sairy,  anQ^no'more,  at'  other  itliUs. 

LoitD  Chief  Commissioner. — 'f  his  quris- 
tibti  arises  dn  dn  obligation  on  the  defenders  to 
grind  their  com  at  the  mill  df  the  town'  of 
DUtidee,(rf^  which  the  jiursuer  hfes  been  tenant 
sonee  18S3^  wb&n  id' ai  comi^etitioti  whd  shouli^ 
b^  t'eiiatit  he  diitbid  th^  ineorpdt^tidn  df 
bakers.  The  issue  is* the  Question  td'be  tried ; 
and  where  law  is  stated  from  the  (!!ourt,  it  is^ 
your  duty  to  apply  the  fact  to 'that  law. 

Yoti  had*  butler  free  the  case  frdm'i*^at  is 
smiplei  artid  with  thi^'view  consider  first,  whe- 
iSifer  the' mill'  n^^  shut  up,  or  Whether  the  wbrk 
could' have  been  done  thfere  if  rbqtiired. 

The  next  pwrtt  is,  whcfther  the  rhill'Wte  ca- 
pable^ of  grinding  matketable  flour,  Which' iitia' 
ihi]iMd  qtiedtion'  6f  law  and  fact ;  but  the  law*  is' 
eltsy;  ^i¥  it  wdtrld  be  iiiiquitousr  to  '^k^t  multure; 

VOL.  IV.  o 


210  CASES  TRIED  IN  March  22, 

Clark's  Tr.  if  the  mill  was  incapable  of  doing  that  for  which 
Hill,  &c.  it  was  intended.  Work  is  what  the  dominant 
"^^  tenement  is  bound  to  render ;  and  if  it  cannot 
give  the  work,  it  is  the  same  as  if  it  were  shut 
up*  It  is  for  you  to  consider  the  evidence ;  but 
it  seems  to  me  that  the  tendency  of  the  pur- 
suer's evidence  was  to  show,  that  with  attention 
the  mills  were  capable  of  making  marketable, 
flour ;  and  if  that  is  your  opinion,  you  will  find, 
for  the  pursuer.  The  evidence  of  fact  for  the, 
defenders  seems  to  me  to  apply  rather  to  the 
quantity  than  the  quality  of  the  flour ;  and  it  is 
essential  to  keep  in  view,  that  it  is  not  neces- 
sary that  this  mill  should  be  of  the  best  con- 
struction. It  is  sufficient  if  it  is  capable  of  ful- 
filling the  original  constitution  of  the  thirlage, 
and  has  been  so  improved,  as  not  to  make  un- 
marketable flour.  The  evidence  of  opinion  as 
to  the  machinery  is  upon  points  on  which  inge- 
nious men  may  differ. 

The  last  point  presents  a  question  of  law  of 
greater  difficulty,  but  the  fact  is  admitted. 
25,000  bolls  is  the  quantity  required,  and  the. 
mills  can  grind  only  14,000.  There  is  a  dis-^ 
pute  as  to  the  meaning  of  this  last  admission ; 
but  it  is  unnecessary  to  enter  upon  that,  as  the 
evidence  of  the  capacity  to  grind  more  than 
14,000  is  so  loose,  that  I  cannot  recommend  it 
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to  you  to  proceed  upon  it,  especially  as  there  is  Clark's  Tr. 
sufficient  admitted  to  raise  the  question ;  and  Hill,  && 
upon  that  question  you  will  find  according  to  my 
direction,  that  the  party  may  have  an  opportunity 
of  getting  the  question  more  deliberately  consi- 
dered, either  in  the  Jury  Court  or  the  Court 
of  Session.  As  at  present  advised,  it  does  not 
appear  to  us  that  this  can  be  so  well  decided, 
while  a  trial  is  going,  on,  as  it  may  be  in  the 
Court ;  but  I  am  bound  by  my  oath  to  give  my 
view  of  the  law,  though  that  may  be  altered  on 
farther  argument. 

It  is  admitted  that  the  mills  could  grind 
14,000  bolls,  and  that  the  quantity  required  was 
25,000 ;  but  even  though  the  mills  could  not 
grind  the  whole,  it  is  impossible  to  say  that 
these  defenders  were  not  bound  to  do  some- 
thing, which  was  not  done,  in  order  to  show 
that  they  were  free. 

At  these  ipills  the  miller  is  bound  to  carry 
the  grain,  though  perhaps  it  would  not  alter 
the  law  if  the  thirl  had  to  send  it,  and  take  it 
away.  But  it  is  clear,  that,  as  the  miller  must 
send  for  it,  the  persons  thirled  must  give  him 
notice  when  they  have  wheat  to  grind ;  and  if 
they  had  desired  him  to  send  for  wheat,  he 
might  have  given  them  notice  that  he  could  not 
grind  it ;  but  nothing  of  this  kind  takes  place. 
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Clark's  Tr.    I  therefore  direct  you  to  find  for  the  puvsuef 
Hill,  &c.      OB  this  point,  which  wiU  not  prevent  the  dtt* 
'"^^'''^^^      fenders  from  having  the  questioii  more  delibe* 
rately  tried. 

If  you  are  of  opinion  that  the  mill  could 
grind  marketable  flour,  y^u  muM  then' consider 
the  damages ;  and  here,  if  you<  are  of  opinion, 
that,  though,  the  mill  was  not  shut  up^  the  seiw 
vants  were  transferred  to  the  pursuer's  other 
mill,  and  no  carts  were  ixsedi  tbeve  must  then 
be  a  deduction  of  IOd«  on  these  accounts* 

Verdiet — For  the  pursuers^  and  assessingi  se- 
parate damages  against  each  defender. 

Gockbutm  and  AlUou^  fbr:  tbe  pursuer. 

Mimcreiffy  />.  F.  andChristison,  for  the  defenders* 

(Agents,  George  Lyon,  w.  s.  Ritchie  and  Miller,  s.  s.  c) 

A  rule  to  show  cause  why  there  should  not 
June  12.         be  a  new  trial  was  granted. 
^^^^^^^''^  .         Coc^'iwrw— Showed  for  cause  against  the  rule; 
fused,  and  biH      1'.  The  mill  made  marketable  flour.     S.  The 

of  exceptions 

tendered.  quantity  from  a  boll  of  wheat  was  fair,  and  the 

jury  were  right  in  holding  tfaisi'proved.  But  it 
is  said  there  was  misdirection,  as  the  Judge  said 
they  were  not  to  consider  the  quantity  of  wheat 
which  the  mill  was  capable  of  grinding;  The 
admitted  fact  is,  that  the  mill  conld  grind 
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l4vOQ0,  and 4he  defenders  only  jequined  5000.    Clamps  Tb- 

aod  they  were  not  entitled  to  leave  the  mill  till      Hill^&c. 

they  could  not  be  served ;  biA  they  never  sent  a      ~^  "^^""^ 

single  boll.     It  is  said  thiiibge  is  a  mutual  con- 

traett  audit  is  so  i  and  I  visas  ready  to  do  tbeir 

work,  and  ivaa  entitled  to  let  others  escape,  and 

insist  on  the  drfeiMlers  coming.     The  principle 

of  aU  thci^ifles  is,  that  tfas  party  miifit  come  and 

wait  d  reasonaUe  time,  and  only  then  take 

omtq  the  quantity  afasohrtely  necessary.    The 

older  the  decisiona,  they  are  the  better,  as  the 

aobject  was  thai  better  understood.    Jdm'a 

Mill,  &c.     See  antCj  p.  203.  Bank.  B.  ii.  t.  7«   sudr/ji 7.27. 

,§  59.     Stair,  B.  ii.  t.  7,  §  27. 

If  tibe  whole  25,000  had  been  sent,  the  mill 
would  have  been  made  capable  of  grinding 
them  i  and  can  it  be  said,  that,  if  the  mill  can* 
not  grind  five  or  ten  bolls  out  of  the  whole 
quantity,  that  the  whole  thirl  is  free  ? 

Moncreifff  D.  F. — The  question  here  is, 
whether  we  wrongfully  abstracted  ?  and  we  say 
no*  Tlie  question  on  the  evidence  is,  whether 
tbe  mill  could  grind  the  grain  of  the  thirl  into 
fair  marketable  flour,  as  the  witnesses  agree 
that  the  worst  mill  may  ^ind  marketable  flour 
in  small  quantity?  But  it  could  not  do  the 
work  of  the  thirl,  and  were  the  defenders 
bouttd  to  go,  and  lose  a  peck  out  of  every  boll  ? 
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Clark's  t».  Several  of  the  cases  are  tenants  on  a  barony^ 

Hill,  &c.  which  is  a  specialty.     In  the  case  of  Reid  v. 

^*''^^""*''^  Yeaman,   in   1794,  n.  r.  the  party  was  not 

Erek.  B.  ii,  t.  liable  for  excrescent  multure.      Mr  Erskine 

9   S  37. 

Stair, B.ii,t      statcs  the  oldcr  practice;  but  Lord  Stair  is 

7   8  27 

'      '  the  clearest  of  any  on  the  subject.     It  is  a 

fallacy  to  say  we  were  bound  to  send  to  the 
mill,  as  there  was  no  mill,  it  being  incap- 
able of  doing  the  work  of  the  thirl.  Should 
a  mill  capable  of  doing  the  work  be  erected, 
the  thirlage  may  revive,  but  in  the  state  in 
which  the  mill  was,  no  individual  was  bound  to 
go  to  it. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — The  first 
ground  embraces  the  whole  evidence,  and  the 
second  being  on  law  not  every  day  before  the 
Court,  and  upon  which  the  views  of  judges 
seem  to  have  varied,  it  will  be  better  to  take 
time  to  consider. 

(Having  been  detained  by  other  business, 
when  the  decision  was  given,  what  follows  is 
taken  from  a  note  with  which  I  have  been 
favoured.) 

This  case  was  tried  at  last  sittings  ;  and  from 
what  then  took  place,  it  was  understood  that  a 
motion  for  a  new  trial  should  be  made.  This 
has  been  rested  on  the  grounds  that  the  verdict 
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was  contrary  to  evidence,  and  the  direction    Claek  s  Ta. 
contrary  to  law.  Hill,  &c. 

The  questions  of  fact  were  on  the  state  of  re- 
pair in  which  the  mill  was,  and  the  quantity  of 
flour  turned  out  from  the  wheat,  and  upon  these 
there  was  a  variety  of  evidence ;  but  the  jury 
must  have  been  satisfied  that  the  flour  was  mar- 
ketable. 

The  miller  was  bound  to  send  for  the  wheat 
upon  notice  by  the  other  party ;  but  no  notice 
having  been  sent,  there  was  an  abstraction,  and 
the  question  was,  whether  it  was  wrongful? 
For  the  defenders  it  was  contended,  that  they 
were  entitled  to  carry  away  the  corn,  in  conse- 
quence of  there  not  being  sufficient  power  to 
grind  the  com  required  by  the  thirl  during  the 
whole  year ;  but  it  was  proved  that  the  defenders 
might  havegot  their  com  ground.  Had  they  sent 
their  com,  and  had  there  been  any  neglect  on 
the  part  of  the  miller,  there  might  be  a  question, 
whether  he  should  recover  damages.  But  the 
jury  having  found  that  the  mill  could  grind  mar* 
ketable  flour,  and  it  being  admitted  that  it  could 
grind  more  than  the  defenders  required,  we  re- 
&se  the  new  trial. 

To  this  judgment,  a  bill  of  exceptions  was 
tendered,  which  is  now  in  the  Court  of  Session. 


21 6  CASES  TRIPD  IN  May  14> 

Maclachlan  "J^p^e  grci^^^  of  ef  cepUo^  wafi;  that  the  ;thirl  re- 
RoAB  Tr.  quired  ^5,000  bolls,  and  the  mill  was  only, ca- 
pable qf  grijQdipg  14,00Q,  ajp^d  ^ha,t  t^e  defen- 
ders were  not  In^und  ,to  g9  to  the  mjtU,  unless  it 
was  enable  of  grinding  i^  ^ufintity  required 
for  jkhe  ,who^  thirl. 
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1827.  Maclachlan  t;.  Road  Trustees. 

MBy  14. 

Damages  against  An  actiou  .of  damages  agaiust  road* trustees  fw 
inju4™ffei^'"    i»j>iry  .done  to  the  pmrsuer  J?y  %kfi  Qveiitwn  lof 

through  their  i  •        -^ 

faultlr  negU.         OIS  gig. 
gence. 

DEFENCE.-r-If  any  ione  is  liajblie  for  the  da.- 
magies,  it  is  not  the  defender^}  but  Lord  Stain 
Sut  the  pursuer  caused  the  damage  by  his  raab- 
n^s  and  inattention. 

issupi$. 

*<  It  being  admitted  that  the  d^ender  is 
«  clerk  to  the  road  trustees  for  the  county  of 
''  Wigton^  ^d  that  the  road  from  Fprtp^tpick 
<*  to  |;he  jtow^  of  l^t]ranra)Sf|  ip  t\^e  s^id  poj/nty^ 


«< 
(( 
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«*  is  ;under  t^ie  dAr^(;tuNQ  ^  maqag^piH^  oftj/^    iiAcLAsmtMt 

"  mi  trMstees :  Roa^t«. 

"  It  being  490  adn>iitte4,  .(^^it,  fin  jth^  lU"^ 
day  of  February  m^,  tLe  pu^er,  wbU^ 
travelling  in  a  gig,  was  overturned  in  the  im> 

"  we^i^te  nei^lffffn^ioqi  f^  t^f  ^  jtow/^  of 

"  Stranraer, — 

"  Wbether  tljue  said  jQVC^yr^  «ii«8  caused  by 

"  jt^  ^t  or  ne^eac?  ojf  t^  a^i  trufitee*, 

"  m^  ^m  to  %  "yi«ry  «b4  d§w»ge  <^  tbi9  pivr 

"  suer  ?" 

» 

Jl^qrsh^j,  for  tji»e  |)iffsuer,-rrTbis  is  a  claim 
for  vepaxfAf^T^  of  aqi  injury  ^€fiu$ed  by  tb^  Cjul^ 
pable  Qeg%eiice  of  tl^  jde&Qders  in  Qot  Sjbu^- 
ting  up  an  old  road.  T^^^  l^^l^Jity  is  cle^ 
under  the  63d  section  of  the  road  act  for  the 
county. 

^^!^y  fp^  ^^  defen4j3r^*T:rr71ie  /^efen^pg 
ac^  gratuitously,  ^^4  §0  are  onjy  li^We  for  /^uJt, 
f  J^  facts  af e  ^mvhr  T^  P4y  di%ulty  is  i^ 
the  conclusion  to  be  drawn  from  them.  Ijt  w{|8 
agreed,  that  the  old  road  should  be  the  proper- 
ty  9f  Lord  Ptair,  fvm  lb#  ^i»e  it  yfffa  shut  up  j 
and  tlie  flt^tRystpr  m9  1^Pub4  tp  gl^jH  it  Hp, 
and  di^  shut  it  wp  jby  §  ?>:Fong  p»Jipg,  wWch 
stppd  for  ^ffgen  m^p^^s-  Tt^?  .?984  1^4  9p| 
b^p  ^iij^r  ^he  i|i»nftg^9)ei^t  of  tl^s  tr^^f^es  for 
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Maclachlan 

V, 

Road  Ta. 


Rutherford,  11 
East  65. 
2Tauot  314 

Competent  to 
prove  admissions 
made  by  a  party, 
provided  they 
were  not  made 
with  a  view  to  a 
submission  of  the 
case  to  arbitra- 
tion. 


many  months,  and  this  accident  could  not  be 
by  their  fault.  As  the  pursuer  was  the  imme- 
diate cause  of  the  accident,  the  defenders  are 
not  liable  even  were  they  blameable. 

When  a  letter  from  the  pursuer's  agent  was 
produced, 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — A  transac- 
tion with  a  view  to  a  submission  cannot  be  given 
in  evidence ;  and  I  should  be  sorry  if  the  Court 
admitted  any  thing  of  this  nature.  You  can- 
not give  in  evidence  any  thing  with  a  view  to 
an  arbitration,  or  a  decision  of  the  question  out 
of  Court  i  but  if,  without  any  such  view,  a  par- 
ty makes  admissions  even  verbally,  they  might 
be  proved  at  the  trial. 


Lord  Cringletie. — There  is  no  doubt  of 
this.  It  is  competent  to  rebut  the  statement  in 
the  summons,  that  the  pursuer  has  often  de- 
sired and  required  the  defenders  to  pay  the  sum 
claimed. 


Smythe  v.  Pent- 
land.     See  Fac. 
CoL  10th  July 
1813. 


After  looking  at  the  letter.  The  Lord  Chief 
Commissioner  said,  it  was  a  letter  with  a  view 
to  a  compromise,  and  could  not  be  read ;  but 
Mr  Cockbum  having  obtained  the  opinion  of 
the  Court,  consented  to  the  letter  being  read. 
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Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — The  Bar  de-    Maclachlak 
serve  much  credit  for  their  conduct  relative  to       Roas  Tn. 
the  extrajudicial  settlement  of  cases ;  and  we 
would  be  sorry  to  do  any  thing  that  might  tend 
to  impede  such  settlement.     If  called  to  de- 
cide this,  we  must  have  rejected  the  letter,  bat  ' 
are  much  better  satisfied  to  have  it  read  of  con- 
sent. 

Cockbum,  in  reply  .—^Though  the  trustees  act 
gratuitously,  they  undertake  a  duty,  and  hav* 
.  ing  undertaken  it,  they  are  bound  to  fulfil  it. 
The  pursuer's  case  is  clear,  and  the  only  ques- 
tion is  on  the  defence.  By  stating  that  they 
took  the  contractor  bound  to  shut  this  road, 
they  admit  that  it  ought  to  have  been  shut ;  but 
what  occurred  proved  that  it  was  open.  There 
is  no  evidence  that  the  pursuer  knew  that  the 
road  was  shut  up  ;  and  as  to  furious  driving, 
he  does  not  appear  to  have  been  going  faster 
than  the  mail. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner.— This  is  a  case 
of  importance  to  the  parties.  To  the  pursuer, 
that  he  should  get  redress  for  the  injury  he  has 
^sufifered  ;  and  to  the  trustees,  who  are  indivi- 
dually liable,  and  have  no  fund  from  which  to 
pay  the  damages,  if  found  due.  They  have 
no  interest  in  the  roads,  farther  than  rei»ding 


K2Q  CAWS  TBQ5D  ^  May  U, 

M4(CL^i«LiCK    u^  tb?  nfughboiAdiQ^    Tihisiy  however^  will 
BoAD  Te.       Wt  a-«^  .l^^m  from  ;iwpowiWUy,  if  n  cap^  rf 

Mgt^gWPis  JMs  been  nwie  out  agmrt  tbem  i 
limit  it  iv^ill  iQ^uee  yxw  to  oxamioe,  ivbetbier  woh 
a  .«a9e  hap  feeeB  cleprly  jmtde  out^  It  is  import 
*  imt  ^  tilie  ItnPAte^  and  tbe  public,  thi*  ^ey 
should  pot  tie  ismbjecteii  ubI^^  th?  o«fle  ji 
clearly  made  out ;  but  if  it  is  made  out,  yoift 
wjjl  ^p  )wrf  to  <oo«sid^  tb^  ulauiBge  of  tbe 

p»l?m«p. 

Th?iswe  is  most  i^lev  avd  M»i^i;et  and 

up^  it  tbei^  9^  two  m^ttei»  for  coosidera- 
tipii^  Whotb^r  tbe  trustms  4i8$baTged  tbeir 
ditfy  in  ^r^\»0ivag  tbo  public  jlarayellii^  on 
tb^9  ^*oadfi  i  for  if  tb^y  4id  the  pursuer  bas 
V^i^taken  bi^  party,  %  Wbetber  they  i^maixiF 
/^d  resppojsij^i^  at  tbQ  4at^  of  tbe  accident,  and 
^b^h«r,  updf^  aU  tbe  circumstaBoes,  tbe  pur** 
fui^  is  ^titli»d  to  d^mageii,  Tbe  evidence 
shows  that  the  intention  was  to  shut  up  the 
road  on  which  the  pursuer  was  overturned, 
w4  tb4t  a  strong  paling  wa^  put  up  for  this  pur- 
po^,  4od  yoi)  are  to  say  whether  it  remained  ia 
fiuch  a  degree  of  preservation  as  that  this  road 
Wj^i;  shut  up.  Any  evident  of  atransactioo  bor 
twpen  the  trustees  and  Lord  Stair  as  to  tha 
property  of  tb^  old  road  cannot  aflfect  the  pur^ 
smXf    ]3Ht  tbe  impoitant  coasidentiim  here 
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Ibi  at  whM  tfnde  the  rcfspotisifoility  of  the  trd^-r  is^AcLAdHLAN 
t^cfs^is  to  «€lrwinateD ;  for  if  Uheil*  i^cspdnsibillty  road  Tr. 
was  at  an  end,  so  is  their  liaBiiftfy ;'  and  ott  this 
subject^ it? isf a«[  iUdpo^aUt fetst, that IfhisilDad re- 
fitfatned'  shut  up  for  a'  year  aii^  a'  htflf ;  aMl'  i# 
y9u*  afre^of  opinion,  that,  by  «fcfe  length<rf  tSme; 
and  the  acts  dbne  by  (^  frustees^  HdWa^UlU^ 
public,  their  obligation  to  keep  up  the  palitfg 
was  at  an  end,  then  they  are  not  liable,  what- 
ever elainy  there  inttf  be*  a^i^st'  lord^  dtairC 

It  was  correctly  stated  that  in  every  case  of 
this  sort  there  are  two  ingredients.  There 
must  be  fault  in  the  party  setting:  up  an  obstruc- 
tion on  the  road,  or  omitting  to  set  up  an  ob- 
struction to  prevent  danger ;  and  there  must, 
on  the  other  side,  be  in  the  main,  ordinary  care 
and  attention.  If  there  is  any  unfitness  or  im- 
propriety  in  the  party  injured,  or  if,  by  usual 
care  and  attention^  the  injury  w6uld  have  been 
avoided,  then  the  party  putting,  or  omitting  to 
pnty  the  obstruction  ii^  not  liable.  The 'person 
dioaidng must  eomi^' with  clednhanda}  and^tf 
he  has  been  acting  in  a  eatress,  <irtiegiiIaF,  and 
extraordinary  manner,  and  not  regularly  and 
careftdiy^  and'  im  the  usiml  mannei^  in  (Are  cir- 
otttiAtane€»  iii  which  He  is  placed,  v  the  othtt 
pairty  is*  n«1^  liable'  tO'  repair  the  itijury^he  htt 
mSkt^.    Y^ti  will  ^  cmisfder  wUetiiep  the'  pur- 
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suer  acted  in  the  manner  he  ought  to  have 
done  in  a  dark  night,  and  knowing  that  a  change 
had  been  made  on  the  road. 

On  the  whole,  you  will  consider  whether  the 
trustees  remained  liable  up  to  the  date  of  the 
accident,  and  whether  the  pursuer  acted  in 
such  a  manner  as  to  entitle  him  to  claim  da- 
mages. 


Verdict — For  the  pursuer,  damages,  L.  31. 

Cockbum  and  Marshall,  for  the  pursuer. 
J^cy  and  Shawy  for  the  defenders. 
(Agents  R*  Matthew  and  Vant  ffathom,) 
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defamation. 


Hamilton  t;.  Hope. 

Damages  by  one  Professor  in  a  university 
i^ainst  another  for  words  uttered  at  a  meeting 
of.  the  Senatus  Academicus. 


Defencb.— The  expressions  and  sentiments 
uttered  by  the  defender  were  different  from 
those  stated; in. the  summons;  were  not  false 
or  malicious,  but  were  true,  and  were  used  in 
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delivering  his  opinion  in  his  place  as  a  profes-     Hamilton 
sor»  on  a  subject  fairly  and  regularly  brought        hofe. 
before  the  Senatus  Academicus. 

ISSUES. 

The  issues  contained  an  admission  that  the 
parties  were  professors  in  the  university. 

The  issue  in  chief  was,  Whether  the  de- 
fender imputed  to  the  pursuer  intended  false- 
hood, by  stating  that  the  pursuer  was  a  liar,  or 
—a  malicious  and  impudent  liar ;  or  that  he, 
the  pursuer,  not  only  lied,  but  knew  he  did  so ; 
or  did  use  or  utter  words  to  that  effect,  &c. 
Twojssues  were  taken  in  justification,  in  which 
passages  were  quoted  from  a  petition  and  me- 
morial, presented  by  the  pursuer  to  the  Magis- 
trates of  Edinburgh  ;*  and  the  questions  put 
were.  Whether  the  statements  were  known  to 
the  pursuer  to  be  false  ? 


•  The  passages  quoted  were,  ''Now,  while  the  memorialist  can 
prove,  that  the  present  Professor  of  Chemistry  does  not  teach  the 
processes  of  Pharmacy,  nor  the  making  of  chemical  preparations 
**  for  the  apothecaries' shops,  he  is  ready  to  hear  testimony  in  com- 
"  mon  with  the  public  at  large,  to  the  great  value  of  Dr  Hope's 
"  services  as  a  professor  in  the  College  of  Edinburgh,  and  to  ex- 
press his  conviction,  that  his  admirable  and  scientific  course 
must  be  of  the  highest  interest  to  every  physician." — And  **  It 
is  well  known,  that  this  has  never  been  attempted,  and  that  the 
'*  Professor  of  the  Practice  of  Physic  for  the  last  half  century  has 
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C!oi^Xrdt/K»,  iti  opening  the'  caile  for  die  ptir- 


Hbpfef.        flfuer,  sriiiU,  l^hiitori  hi^r  part^  diou^h'  p&infti],  it  v9W 


€t 


<€ 


*^  confined  himself  to  a  description  of  the  diseases  most  commonly 
''  met  with,  such  as  fever,  genbtal  Inflammatory  affections,  &c. ; 
*^  atany>rate,  thememorialist  positively  asserts,  that,  within  his 
"  recollection,  the  Professor  of  the  Practice  of  Physic  has  not  en- 
''  tered  into  any  details  respecting  diseases  of  wonien  ahd'chil^ 
dfen,  ahd  fbr  the  plain  reason,  thstt  the  other*  siitgects  of  his 
lecture  fiUed'up  all  the  time  of  his  ccmrse^:" — And  ^'  That^he 
**  was  induced  to  make  this  improvement  on  the  plan  of  his 
**  predecessors,  hecause  he  ii)und  that  neither  the  Prbfbssor  of 
"  thb  Practice'  of  Physic,  nor  any  of  th^  other  pi^fe^rlsr  cdirsti- 
**  tuting  the  medical  faculty,  treated'  of  such  diseases :" — ^And 
*'  If  the  honourable  patrons  feel  any  difficulty  in  assenting  to 

'If 

this  latter  proposition,  they  are  referred  to  the  bills  of  morta- 
lity of  London.  Thus,  iti  the  year  1820,  (the  last  account  to 
which  the  memorialist  has  had  access,)  of  nineteen  thousand 
three  hundred  and  forty-eight  deaths  during  that  year,  eight 
thousand  three  hundred  and  fifty  were  under  ten  years  of  age, 
and  of  that  number  set  en  hundred  and'twehty-five  wcte  still* 
''  borti.  Of  the  remainder,  viz.  seven  thousand  six  hundred 
and  twenty-five,  three  thousand  five  hundred  and  seventy^- 
seven  are  alleged  to  have  died  of  convulsious  and  teething." 
**  — Hence  it  must  be  evident,  that  nearly  one-half  of  the  chil- 
'^  dren  under  ten  years  of  age,  who  died  in  the  year  18S0,  in 
*^  London,  were  afflicted  with  diseases,  on  which  no  informa- 
tion is  given  to  the  medical  students  of  Edinburgh,  by  those 
Professors  who  style  themselves  the  Medical  Faculty." — And 
Be  the  reasons  of  the  Medical  Faculty  what  they  may,  the 
'^  members  of  the  Faculty  cannot  deny  that  the  diseases  of 
women  and  children  form  a  necessary  part  of  the  education  of 
every  medical  man.  It  is,  moreover,  impossible  for  them'  to 
**  allege,  that  any  one  of  their  number  does  teach  those  sub- 
''  jects,aud  it  would  be  not  a  little  extraordinary,  if,  after  their 
'^  former  attempt,  they  should  pretend  to  be  unwilling  to  bur- 
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simple ;  and  by  calling  two  witnesses  to  prove 
the  words  the  case  would  be  closed.  But  the 
defence  rendered  the  case  one  of  a  different 
character.  It  was  not  a  denial^  apology,  or  ex< 
planation,  but  an  undertaking  to  prove  the  pur- 
suer guilty  of  wilful  falsehood.  This  he  means 
to  prove  by  statements  made  by  the  pursuer^ 
which  in  substance  are  true»  though  the  words 
strictly  taken  may  express  what  is  not  true ;  as 
where  it  is  said  no  information  is  given  on  oer* 
tain  subjects  which  may  have  been  incidentally 
mentioned.  It  is  not  enough  for  the  defender 
to  prove  it  false»  as  he  cannot  prove  it  wilfully 
false. 


One  of  the  professors,  bein£;  called  a&  a  witness,  ^  professor  in  a 

*•  ^  .         .  •  university  bound 

stated,  that  he  felt  difficulty  in  disclosing  what  ^  disclose  state. 

.  ments  made  at  a 

took  place  in  the  College  at  a  meeting  on  the  meeting  of  the 

,  -  .  .  fienatus  Acade- 

affairs  of  the  university.  micus. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — If  there  is 
any  thing  binding  you  to  secrecy  in  matters  re- 


'*  den  the  students  with  the  additional  expense :" — And  *'  That 
'*  no  man  can  now  practice  physic  with  safety  to  the  public^  with- 
"  out  a  knowledge  of  the  diseases  of  women  and  children^  and 
that  none  of  the  members  of  the  Medical  Faculty,  as  present- 
ly constituted^  do  teach  that  knowledge.'*— And  ''  The  dis- 
"  eases  of  women  and  children^  a  subject  on  which  no  other 
*\  Professor  of  the  CoUe^  gives  any  informartion." 

VOL.  IV.  P 
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garding  the  university,  or  if  you  give  any  oath 
of  seci^ecy,  then  you  ought  not  to  disclose  it  i 
but  if  there  is  nothing  of  this  sort,  then  I  have 
no  doubt  you  are  sanctioned  in  disclosing,  and 
bound  to  disclose  what  occurred. 


On  a  justification 
that  die  pursuer 
made  certain 
statements, 
knowing  tbem  to 
he  false,  compe- 
tent to  call  a  wit- 
ness acquainted 
with  the  subject 
to  prove  that  he 
did  not  consider 
them  false. 


The  President  of  the  College  of  Surgeons  was 
called  as  a  witness,  who  stated  that  he  had 
seen  the  pursuer's  memorial  in  manuscript;  and 
the  Solicitor-General  objected  to  the  examina- 
tion as  not  relevant  to  the  issues.  When  the  wit- 
ness was  asked  whether  he  made  any  alteration 
on  the  manuscript, 

HopCy  SoL'Gen.,  for  the  defender.— This 
is  incompetent,  as  the  question  is,  whether  the 
pursuer  knew  the  statement  to  be  false?  and 
if  I  prove  that  he  did,  can  you  allow  evidence, 
that,  in  the  opinion  of  the  witness,  the  memo- 
rial required  no  alteration,  especially  when  the 
witness  has  rendered  himself  responsible  for  its 
contents?  This  too  is  offered  before  the  case 
of  the  defender  is  before  the  jury. 


Lord  Chief  Commissioneb. — The  Court 
do  not  require  an  answer.  It  is  no  doubt  true 
that  the  pursuer,  by  going  into  this  matter  at  pre- 
sent is  answering  the  defenders  case  by  antici- 
pation, and  perhaps  it  is  the  best  course  to  adopt. 
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as  it  saves  evidence  in  reply.    There  is  also  no     Hamilton 
doubt  that  in  doing  so  the  pursuer  must  con*        Hope. 
fine  himself  to  what  is  within  the  issues.    The      ^^""^v-**^ 
question  is,  Whether  this  is  within  the  issues, 
and  proof  of  the  res  gestce  h  offered  rather  to 
prove  the  animus  f 

If  this  evidence  had  been  offered  after  the 
defender's  case  had  been  before  the  jury,  it 
would  have  been  competent  from  the  nature  of 
the  justification,  for  the  justification  does  not 
consist  in  a  precise  fact,  but  in  an  averment  of 
fact,  which,  to  make  it  good  as  a  justification, 
must  be  explained  by  testimony  as  to  its  import. 

If  the  slander  is  an  accusation  of  having  com* 
mitted  a  crime,  and  the  Veritas  is  proved,  the  case 
is  at  an  end  ;  but  if,  as  here,  the  Veritas  is  whe- 
ther a  person  does  not  teach  a  particular  subject, 
the  case  is  different.  In  this  case  five  passages 
have  been  selected,  in  almost  all  of  which  the 
question  is  of  a  mixed  and  scientific  nature.  The 
question  is.  Whether  the  pursuer  knew  what  he 
wrote  to  be  false,  and  he  proposes  to  show  the 
truth  of  what  he  wrote  by  proving  the  facts  and 
the  impression  made  on  intelligent  witnesses? 
This  is  a  person  who  attended  the  classes,  who 
is  called  to  prove  what  was  taught  in  them,  and 
the  impression  made  on  him  by  the  statement. 

The  witness  was  afterwards  asked,  whether   ask  a  witness  the 
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meaning  of  a 
writing,  but  com- 
petent to  ask  if 
the  writing  gives 
a  fair  representa- 
tion of  facts  with 
which  he  is  ac- 
quainted. 


a  passage  in  the  memorial  contained  a  fair  re- 
presentation of  the  information  given?  To 
which  an  objection  was  taken. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner* — I  cannot  take 
the  construction  from  the  witness ;  but  the  ques- 
tion, as  I  understand  it,  is  whether  the  passage 
in  the  memorial  was  a  fair  representation  of 
what  the  witness  thought  of  the  classes  ? 


Competent  to  calJ 
medical  gentle- 
men to  explain  a 
question  of  medi- 
cal sdeuce  to  the 
Jury. 


Another  medical  gentleman,  who  had  attend«> 
ed  the  University,  having  stated,  that,  in  the 
strict  grammatical  sense  of  the  words  in  the  me* 
morial,  it  was  false,  but  that,  according  to  the 
common  use  of  language,  it  was  true. 

Hope^  SoL'-Gen. — This  is  incompetent,  as  it 
is  the  jury,  not  the  witness,  who  must  interpret 
the  memorial. 

Jeffrey* — No  doubt  they  are  the  ultimate 
judges,  but  they  may  be  assisted  by  those  bet* 
ter  qualified  to  judge. 


Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — There  does 
not  appear  to  be  any  question  here  except  as  to 
the  way  of  getting  at  the  information.  If  de- 
famation or  libel  relates  to  common  matter, 
there  is  no  doubt  that  it  is  for  the  jury,  and 
that  evidence  of  the  meaning  is  incompetent. 
But  here  we  have  a  question  which  relates  to 


« 
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medical  sciencei  and  the  jury  are  entitled  to  Hamilton 
have  laid  before  them  the  impression  made  by  hope. 
the  expressions  on  men  of  science.  Here  the 
question  between  the  parties  is,  Whether  the 
passage  that  no  information  is  given  is  true  or 
not  ?  The  witness  may  say  that  categorically 
it  is  false,  but  that  scientifically  it  is  not ;  and 
he  is  asked  to  explain  the  words  on  his  scienti- 
fic knowledge.  You  must  not  ask  him  to  put 
a  construction  on  the  passage ;  but  this  seems 
much  more  a  dispute  about  words  than  things. 

Hope,  £^oA-G^n.— -There  never  was  a  case 
so  exaggerated,  and  the  important  and  aggra- 
vated part  of  the  issue  has  not  been  proved  but 
disproved.  It  is  not  sufficient  that  the  lan- 
guage was  warm  or  intemperate,  there  must  be 
proof  of  malice,  and  here  there  is  none.  The 
evidence  does  not  support  the  issue,  and  had  the 
truth  been  known,  the  actioncould  not  have  been 
brought  ?  The  defender  was  selected  to  express 
the  opinion  of  the  Medio^  Faculty  in  the  Col- 
lege ;  and  in  construing  his  words  you  will  con- 
sider that  the  defender  was  the  reporter  of  a 
committee  in  opposition  to  the  pursuer's  claims, 
and  that  the  main  ground  which  he  stated  was, 
that  the  subjects  were  extensively  taught  by 
others.     This  was  not  false  and  malicious  per- 
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Griere  v.  Smith, 
Feb.  12,  1808. 
Borth.  Law  of  L. 
303,  and  409. 


sonai  defamation,  but  commenting  on  state- 
ments by  the  pursuer,  and  repelling  an  attack 
whiqh  the  pursuer  had  gone  out  of  his  way  to 
make  on  the  defender. 

The  words  spoken  were  spoken  in  a  privi- 
leged place,  and  the  issue  fixes  the  privilege  of 
the  place  by  the  word  maliciously  being  in« 
sorted  ;  and  to  support  this  issue  it  is  necessary 
to  prove  that  the  defender  went  out  of  his  way, 
and  without  probable  cause  stated  what  was 
false  of  the  pursuer,— that  he  perverted  his 
right,  and  sought  opportunity  for  stating  the 
falsehood. 

Jeffrey. — The  question  here  is,  Whether  one 
professor  having  called  another  a  liar,  the  effect 
of  that  is  taken  off  by  the  pursuer  having  failed 
to  prove  all  he  alleged,  or  by  the  evidence  for 
the  defender  ? 

Malice  is  proved  by  the  facts  and  circum* 
stances  of  the  case,  but  a  question  is  raised, 
whether  separate  and  distinct  proof  of  malice 
is  necessary  ?  If  the  place  being  privileged  does 
not  render  it  necessary,  the  word  being  in  the 
summons  and  issue  will  not  make  the  proof  ne- 
cessary. In  all  cases  there  is  a  presumption  of 
malice  from  the  falsehood  and  injury,  and  in 
certain  cases  the  calumny  infers  falsehood  and 
injury — but  where  a  person  is  called  on  to  tell 
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the  truth,  then  the  presumption  changes.     The      Hamilton 
Senatus,  however,  is  not  a  court  of  law,  or  a        Hope. 
corporation,  but  a  meeting  of  a  body  of  men       ^— v*^ 
having  a  common  interest.     In   Anderson's   Anderson  r. 
case  the  word  malice  was  inserted  from  an  idea   Fondth  ".Eari 
that  a  meeting  of  the  guildry  was  a  privileged    RepfSea. '^""' 
place  ;  but  it  was  laid  down  that  this  was  not 
necessary. 

We  have  proved  malice  from  the  facts  and  cir- 
cumstances, which  has  been  held  sufficient.  In 
this  case  the  word  used  is  sufficient  to  prove 
malice,  and  if  any  thing  were  necessary  to  con- 
firm this,  it  is  the  terms  and  temper  in  which 
the  defence  has  been  stated. 

To  entitle  the  issues  in  justification  to  that 
character,  they  must  come  up  to  i^hat  is  proved 
by  us,,  and  must  compel  you  to  find  that  the 
pursuer  is  that  which  the  defender  called  him^ 
The  question  is  the  true  meaning  of  the  passa- 
ges in  issue,  as  used  by  the  pursuer^  and  whe^  ' 
ther  he  knew  them  to  be  false,  and  not  whether, 
by  straining  the  words,  they  are  found  not  to 
be  grammatically  correct.  It  is  sufficient  if  one 
roan  agrees  with  the  pursuer  ;  and  he  has  called 
seven  or  eight  who  do  so. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner.— -After  fifteen 
•hours  attention  to  the  case^  and  such  lengthen* 
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UA^^tt«N     ed  discusdon  on  the  evidence  at  the  Bar^  it  is 
w^tut,       my  duty  to  concentrate  as  much  as  posrsible 
"^  '"*^       what  I  have  to  offer. 

The  first  subject  for  consideration  is  the  issue 
and  evidence  for  the  pursuer,  for  if  he  has  failed 
in  proving  the  wordsi  then  there  is  an  end  of 
the  case.  The  next  subject  is  the  issues  for 
the  defender,  and  if  the  justification  is  not  made 
out,  then  the  amount  of  damages  is  to  be  fixed. 

To  prove  the  libel  three  respectable  profes. 
sors  were  called,  and  I  am  ready  to  read  all  their 
evidence  if  yequired.  They  prove  certain  words 
in  the  issue,  but  not  all  the  words. 

The  words  proved  are,  **  If  he,  or  if  the  feU 
**  low  were  here,  I  would  tell  him  that  he  not 
**  only  lies,  but  knows  that  he  lies*"  One  wit- 
ness said  he  knew  these  to  be  the  words  of  Dr 
Johnson ;  and  another  said,  that,  before  uttering 
them,  the  defender  said  he  would  use  the  wordi^ 
of  Dr  Johnson.  But  using  the  words  as  a  quo- 
tation does  not  protect  the  person  using  them, 
if  they  were  used  with  an  intent  to  slander;  and 
it  is  for  you,  the  jury,  to  consider  whether  they 
were  used  with  that  intent.  If  they  were  used 
with  that  intent,  then,  in  terms  of  the  issue, 
they  impute  intended  falsehood  to  the  pursuer, 
Borth.  L.  of  Libel,  which,  by  the  law  of  Scotland,  is  actionable. 

14o»  

The  doctrine  of  the  law  here  is,  that,  when 
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Hope. 


the  moral  character  of  an  individual  is  brought     Hamilton 
into  question,  and  harassing  the  mind  is  the 
effect  of  the  words  spoken,  they  are  actionable. 

According  to  this  definition  enough  has  been 
proved  to  give  a  right'  to  damages ;  but  a  ques* 
tion  is  raised  as  to  the  place  where  the  words 
were  spoken,  and  it  is  said  to  be  a  privileged 
place. 

*  The  rule  in  ordinary  cases  is  to  aver  only 
that  the  words  are  falsely  used ;  but  in  pro- 
tected cases  the  word  maliciously,  as  well  as 
falselyi  is  required  to  sustain  the  action.  Ac- 
cordingly,  the  word  maliciously  is  inserted  in 
this  issue,  on  which  it  is  to  be  observed,  first, 
whether  this  is  a  privileged  discussion  in  a  pro« 
tected  place  ;  ne^t,  if  not  a  protected  place,  it 
is  sufficient  for  a  jury  to  be  satisfied  of  the 
malice  which  the  falsehood  implies.  There 
is  no  evidence  of  the  constitution  of  the  Sena- 
tus  Academicus--^  nothing  proved  to  establish 
protection*  As  to  malice,  the  proof  of  it  is 
for  the  jury,  and  may  be  considered  in  two 
points  of  view ;  first,  as  to  extrinsic  evidence 
of  malice;  second,  intrinsic — that  is,  malice 
arising  out  of  the  facts  and  circumstances  of 


Forteith  v.  E. 
of  Fife.  2  Mur. 
Rep.  463. 


*  The  following  paragraph  was  the  passage  to  which  the  bill 
of  exceptions  was  tendered. 
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HAMfLTON  the  case,  and  out  of  the  character  and  nature  . 
Hope.  of  the  words  proved.  There  is  here  no  evi- 
■*^  dence  of  the  malice  extrinsic  of  the  case ;  but 
upon  the  whole  proof,  it  is  for  you,  the  jury,  to 
consider  with  what  animus  Dr  Hope  spoke  the 
words,  and  whether  they  were  said  maliciously. 
I  cannot  state  that  it  is  proved  to  be  a  protected^ 
place.  The  words  used  were  not  protected  by 
the  place ;  it  is  therefore  for  your  consideration 
whether,  if  the  words  used  by  Dr  Hope  were 
said  falsely  of  Dr  Hamilton,  they  were  also 
said  maliciously,  although  there  was  no  extrin- 
sic evidence  of  malice. 

As  to  the  falsehood,  that  depends  upon  con- 
sidering the  justification  contained  in  the  issues 
for  the  defender. 

Much  documentary  evidence  has  been  given 
by  the  defender,  and  witnesses  have  been  call- 
ed by  him  to  prove  that  what  he  said  was 
true,  and  that  the  pursuer  wrote  falsely,  and 
that  he  must  have  known  it  to  be  false.  After 
such  full  discussion  it  would  be  waste  of  time 
to  contrast  the  passages ; .  but  when  matter  is 
brought  in  this  way,  you  must  take  into  consi- 
deration the  context  of  the  passages,  and  the 
whole  matter  connected  with  it.  I  have  never 
known  justifications  of  such  a  nature  ;  and 
you  will  apply  your  common  sense^  to  them 
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without  any  refinements,  and  will  consider  whe-      HAmLTOK 
ther  they  make  out  or  defeat  the  assertion  of        hope. 
verity. 

This  is  an  anxious  part  of  the  case,  and  is' 
emphatically  for  you  ;    and  I  shall  be  sorry  if 
I  state  for  your  direction  any  thing  which  is 
not  sound.     In  a  case  where  a  person  is  call- 
ed swindler,  and  the  defender  undertakes  to 
prove  it  true,  he  must  state  acts  of  swindling 
with  particularity,  that  the  party  may  defend 
himself ;  and  if  the  facts  are  proved  there  is  an 
end  of  the  case,  because  the  person  is  proved  to 
be  of  such  a  character  that  he  is  not  entitled 
to  claim  the  redress  for  loss  of  character  he 
did  not  possess.     But  here  the  case  is  different, 
as  it  is  not  sufficient  to  prove  simply  the  matter 
averred  in  the  justification }  but  it  must  be  prov- 
ed that  no  other  meaning  could  be  put  on  the 
matter  alleged  but  that  which  is  put  on  it  by 
the  defender. 

M 

Of  those  averments  some  are  to  be  judged  of 
with  more,  others  with  less  latitude.  You  will 
also  attend  to  what  was  said  as  to  language  being 
used  absolutely,  though  not  so  intended ;  but,  on 
the  other  side,  the  pursuer  had  a  particular  end 
to  serve,  and  that  may  have  affected  his  mind. 
Evidence  has  been  called  to  assist  you,  this 
being  a  question  of  teaching  medical  science; 
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but  it  is  for  you  to  draw  the  conclusion.  It  is 
not  necessary  that  all  the  justifications  are  made 
out ;  and  you  are  to  say  whether  the  evidenee 
given  proves  that  the  defender  taught  pharmacy, 
so  as  to  render  the  assertion  false,  and  so  that  the 
pursuer  must  have  known  it  to  be  so,  whether 
he  could  not  be  ignorant  on  the  subject.  Are 
they  all  averments  of  opinions,  or  are  they  of 
facts,  and  in  support  of  his  own  interest  ? 

If  you  consider  the  justification,  that  is,  the 
truth  of  the  alleged  slander  as  contained  in  the 
second  and  third  issues  as  not  made  out,  you 
will  then  have  to  consider  the  damages.  They 
are  emphatically  the  province  of  the  jury ;  and 
I  have  no  observations  to  make  upon  them,  ex- 
cept that  they  should  be  such  as  form  a  just  com- 
pensation for  the  injury ;  and  that,  in  a  case 
where  a  justification  is  not  made  out,  it  is  fair 
to  consider  the  failure  as  aggravating  the  da- 
mages. 

Verdict — For  the  pursuer,  damages  L.  500. 


1827* 
May  2K 


PRESENT, 
X.U11D8  CHIEF  CQMMtSSIONBR,  CRINOLETIS,  AVB  MACKENEIE. 


m^s^given  at     In  this  csse  a  bill  of  exceptions  was  taken  to 
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the  direction  of  the  Lord  Chief  Coinnii8sioner» 

and  was  discussed  at  great  length  in  the  Court 

of  Session,  and  the  exception  sustained,  and  a  ^  ^^^^^d^ 

new  trial  granted.    (See  ante,  p.  233,  and  Fac*    ^*'  defamation. 

Coll.  10th  March  18S70 

Moncreiffy  />.  F. ,  opened  the  case  for  the  par* 
suer  at  the  second  trial,  and  said,  Whether  the 
slander  was  expressed  by  a  verb  or  substantive, 
the  meaning  was  the  same,  and  such  expres* 
sions  being  proved,  it  would  not  be  easy  to 
overrate  the  damages.  The  defence  is  two- 
fold; Ist^  That  the  place  is  privileged,  and 
that  no  action  lies  for  words  spoken  there  ;  9i/, 
That  if  the  defender  spoke  the  words  they  are 
true.  The  first  is  purely  a  question  of  fact  for 
the  jury,  and  the  only  di£feirence  which  the 
privilege  would  make  is  in  the  evidence  by 
which  the  malice  must  be  proved.  A  member 
of  Parliament  is  protected  absolutely  by  the 
place  where  he  speaks ;  but  in  various  other 
situations  where  privil^e  exists,*  the  presump* 
tion  of  malice  varies  with  the  situation,  in  some 
requiring  more,  and  in  others  less  evidence  of 
malice.  In  the  ordinary  case  malice  is  pre* 
sumed  from  falsehood  and  calumny,  but  here 
the  issue  is  laid  maliciously,  and  I  do  not  deny 
a  sort  of  privilege,  but  it  is  not  such  as  requires 
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Circumstances 
in  which  letters 
written  by  a 
pursuer  to  a  de- 
fender were  ad- 
mitted in  evi- 
dence for  the 
pursuer. 


extrinsic  evidence  of  malice.     The  question  is. 
Whether  the  words  proceeded  from  a  sense  of 
duty,  from  the  sudden  impulse  of  the  moment, 
or  from  a  feeling  of  malice,  and  for  the  pur- 
pose of  personal  insult  or  injury.    If  the  privi- 
lege was  used  as  a  pretence  ;  if  the  words  ne- 
cessarily import  malice,  or  were  used  without 
just  cause  to  use  them  ;  if  they  were  contrary 
to  an  opinion  formerly. expressed  by  the  defen- 
der ;  if  they  were  on  an  old  subject  of  discus- 
sion, and  in  absence  of  the  pursuer ;  if  they 
were  of  fore-thought,  ail  these  are  proper  for 
the  consideration  of  the  jury  on  the  question  of 
malice.    The  whole  facts  of  the  case  (he  stated 
the  facts)  show  the  malice,  and  indeed  the 
words  express  it,  and  the  conscience  of  every 
man  who  uses  them  must  tell  him  they  pro- 
ceed from  malice. 

2.  Any  attempt  to  prove  the  truth  of  the 
statement  is  a  great  aggravation  of  the  origi- 
nal offence.  It  is  impossible  to  prove  state- 
ments in  the  memorial  wilfully  false  ;  and  that 
is  necessary  to  maintain  this  justification. 

When  two  letters  sent  by  the  pursuer  to  the 
defender  were  tendered  in  evidence, 

Hope,  Sol.'Gen.^  for  the  defender,  objects. 
These  are  produced  by  the  pursuer  for  the 
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purpose  of  showing  that  he  made  the  state- 
ments contained  in  them  bona  fide j  and  not  for 
any  oflPensive  purpose. 

Jqffrey. — They  are  not  produced  to  prove  the 
facts  averred  in  them,  but  to  show  that  certain 
statements  were  made  to  the  defender  without 
contradiction. 
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Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — It  is  as  clear 
as  any  thing  can  be,  that  it  is  impossible  to  re- 
ceive the  letters  as  establishing  a  fact  in  favour 
of  the  party  writing  them,  but  the  question  is^ 
Whether  they  are  receivable  for  the  purpose 
for  which  they  are  put  in  ?  and  as  they  went 
to  the  defender  with  the  memorial  on  which 
the  justification  is  rested ;  as  they  refer  to  that 
memorial,  and  the  question  is  the  conclusion 
to  be  drawn  from  the  defender  being^  in  posses- 
sion of  them,  they  are  clearly  admissible. 


After  several  productions  were  made  for  the  Jme^nHf  ^e 

pursuer,  the  Solicitor-General  said.  The  mi-  senatus  Acade- 

*  ^  micus  the  pro- 

nutes  of  the  adioumed  meeting  of  the  Senatus  p«'  evidence  of 

"  *^  the  proceedings 

ought  also  to  be  produced;  but  the  pursuer  of  that  meeting. 
did  not  produce  them. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner.— If,  per  incu-^ 
riamf  they  have  got  in  any  fact  as  to  the  ad- 
journed meeting,  it  is  not  proved  without  the 
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Hamilton     minuteSi  and  ought  to  be  struck  out.  They  caiv* 
Hope.        not  have  the  fact  without  the  minutes. 


In  a  question 
whether  the 
pursuer,  a  Doc- 
tor of  medicine, 
knew  certain 
statements  made 
by  him  to  be 
false,  competent 
to  call  another 
medical  gentle- 
man to  piovc 
that  he,  the  wit- 
ness, believed 
them  true. 


When  the  President  of  the  College  of  Sur- 
geons was  called,  the  Solicitor- General  object- 
ed to  his  stating  any  thing  which  passed  be-* 
tween  him  and  the  pursuer.  After  some  dis- 
cussion and  questions  proposed  in  different 
forms, 

The  Lord  Chief  Commissioner  said.  It  is 
competent  to  ask  the  witness  whether  he  exa- 
mined the  memorial,  and  whether  he  belieyed 
the  statements  it  contained.  The  evidence 
here  is  to  rebut  the  statement  in  the  justifica^^ 
tion,  and  we  can  only  adn^it  what  is  competent 
to  rebut  that  statement  It  is  incompetent  for 
this  purpose  to  prove  the  directions  given  by 
the  pursuer }  but  the  nature  of  this  evidence  I 
conceive  to  be,  calling  a  person^  who,  from  his 
situation  and  profession,  is  acquainted  with  the 
subject,  and  putting  into  his  hands  the  memo- 
rial, for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  whether  he 
believes  the  statements  true,  and  what  follows 
is  reasoning,  as  to  the  probability  cmT  the  pur^ 
suer  knowing  them  to  be  false,  when  a  person 
in  the  situation  of  the  witness  bdieved  them 
true.  If  the  manorial  had  been  shown  to  an 
ignorant  person,  the  evidence  would  go  for  no* 
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thing ;  but  the  whole  hangs  together,  and  is 
brought  for  the  purpose  of  leading  the  jury  to 
the  consideration  of  the  question,  whether  a 
person  knowing  the  subject,  and  not  knowing 
what  the  pursuer  wrote  to  be  false,  it  is  likely 
that  he,  the  pursuer,  knew  it  to  be  false  ? 


Hamilton 


The  witness  was  afterwards  asked  whether 
any  thing  occurred  that  led  him  particularly  to 
consider  the  memorial  ?  To  which  an  objection 
was  taken. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner.— There  is  of- 
ten great  nicety  in  deciding  on  the  competen- 
cy of  questions ;  but  there  is  a  clear  principle  to 
guide  the  Court  in  this  case,  though  we  must 
feel  anxious  that  no  improper  statement  should 
be  made  in  presence  of  the  jury.  There  is  a 
clear  line  of  distinction  between  the  competen- 
cy of  a  question  put,  and  of  the  answer  given. 
At  present  we  have  only  to  consider  the  ques- 
tion, and  there  is  nothing  to  prevent  it  from 
being  put.  If  there  is  any  thing  objectionable 
in  the  answer  it  must  be  rejected. 

The  witness  stated  that  he  got  the  memorial 
from  the  pursuer  with  instructions,  when  he 
was  interrupted. 

J^ey^  for  the  pursuer.  Does  the  defender 


A  question  al- 
lowed as  com- 
petent, the  Court 
intimating  that 
the  answer 
might  not  be 
evidence. 


Competent  for 
the  pursuer  to 
prove  a  conver- 
sation in  which 
he  took  part, 
not  in  proof  of 
the  facts  stated, 
but  to  prove  his 
acts. 


VOL.  IV. 
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mean  to  say  that  we  are  not  entitled  to  prove 
any  act  done  by  the  pursuer^  because  the  de« 
fender  was  not  present  ?-  It  is  incompetent  to 
prove  a  fact  by  any  declaration  of  the  pursuer ; 
but  the  competency  of  proving  his  acts  cannot 
be  doubted. 

Lord  Cringletie. — I  cannot  see  the  objec- 
tion. It  is  clearly  competent  to  ask,  Did  you 
see  the  memorial  ?  Did  you  read  it  ?  What 
led  you  to  read  it  ? 

Lord  Mackenzie. — I  agree  in  this  opinion. 
The  fac^  might  be  so  conceived  as  not  to  be  evi- 
dence, but  this  appears  to  me  part  of  the  tes 
ge^tce.  Suppose  the  pursuer  had'  sent  the  me- 
morial with  a  circular  letter  to  all  the  members 
of  the  Senatus  AeademcuSf  and  no  venairk  had 
been  made  upon  it,  this  wouid  surely  have  been 
evidence ;  and  I  cannot  see  on  what  ground  the 
proposed  evidence  should  be  excluded.  It  is 
not  proposed  to  give  it  as  evidence  of  what  the 
pursuer  stated* 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — I  perfectly 
agree  in  opinion,  and  would  rather  decide  the 
case  on  its  own  merits  than  by  ani^ogy. 

This  is  not  to  establish  any  thing  by  the  pur- 
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suer's  writing  or  speaking,  but  by  his  conversa-  Hamilton 
tion  with  the  witness  to  show  what  was  done.  Hofe. 
It  is  necessarily  admissible  as  part  of  the  res 
geskp  which  cannot  be  otherwise  brought  before 
the  jury.  It  is  not  to  establish  a  statement  of 
a  fact  by  the  party  interested,  for  the  fact  of  his 
getting  the  memorial  is  the  same  whether  he 
got  it  from  the  party,  from  the  Senatus^  or  from 
the  Town- Council. 

HopCy  SoL^en.i  in  opening  for  the  defen* 
der,  said.  The  jury  might  discharge  from  their 
minds  all  consideration  of  the  counter-issues, 
as  he  did  not  intend  to  bring  evidence  in  sup- 
port of  them  ;  and,  therefore,  the  only  ques* 
tion  was.  Whether  the  words  spoken  were  ma- 
liciously used,  were  uttered  with  that  degree  of 
malignity  which  takes  the  case  out  of  the  privi* 
lege  which  the  place  is  found  to  have  ? 

The  question  is  not  whether  the  defender 
went  beyond  the  bounds  of  decorum,  and  used 
an  intemperate  expression  in  the  course  of  vin- 
dicating himself  from  a  charge  of  neglect  of 
duty,  but  whether,  in  speaking  on  a  subject 
which  he  was  entitled  to  discuss,  and  in  a  place 
where  the  presumption  is  against  malice,  he 
made  use  of  his  privilege  as  a  cloak  to  screen 
his  malignant  feeling*    In  the  ordinary  case 
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there  is  a  presumption  of  an  intention  to  de- 
fame, but  the  reverse  is  the  case  where  there  is 
privilege,  which  means,  that  a  party  who  is  cal- 
led on  to  discuss  a  subject,  or  to  express  an  opi- 
nion of  anotlier,  is  not  liable  in  damages  for  the 
use  of  actionable  expressions,  unless  malice  is 
proved.  That  malice  is  to  be  proved  in  this 
case  is  fixed  by  the  previous  proceedings*  I  do 
not  wish  to  go  into  argument  on  the  subject 
to  the  Court,  but  merely  to  explain  it  to  the 
jury.  (He  was  going  on  to  state  these  [pro- 
ceedings.)— 


An  interlocutor 
of  the  Court  of 
,  Session  sustain- 
ing an  excep- 
tion and  grant- 
ing a  new  trial, 
hdd  not  to  fix 
how  the  ground 
of  the  exception 
is  to  be  proved. 


Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — If  the  inter- 
locutor  in  this  case,  besides  directing  a  new 
trial,  had  contained  any  direction  to  this  Court 
on  the  subject,  it  would  be  quite  proper  to  men- 
tion it ;  but  as  this  does  not  appear  from  the 
interlocutor,  you  had  better  state  the  argument 
generally,  without  reference  to  the  former  pro- 
ceedings. 

fTo  the  Jury.  J — The  Judges  who  sit  with 
me  agree  in  opinion,  that  it  is  impossible  to 
diflPer  on  the  principles  of  law  which  regu- 
late this  case.  It  is  a  wise  principle,  that  at  a 
second  trial  what  passed  formerly  in  the  case 
should  not  be  mentioned ;  but  in  this  case 
there  is  no  harm  done,  as  by  striking  out  the 
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names  of  the  parties  you  may  refer  to  the  re-  Hamilton 
port  of  this  as  to  any  other  case  for  the  state-  hope. 
ment  of  a  principle.  The  law  on  this  subject 
is,  that  in  the  ordinary  case,  where  a  person  has 
no  right  to  speak  of  another,  and  uses  defama- 
tory slanderous  words,  unless  the  truth  is  prov- 
ed, law  holds  the  statement  false,  and  if  false, 
it  also  holds  the  motive  malicious ;  but  if  a  pub- 
lic or  private  duty  is  to  be  performed,  and  the 
person  is  thus  called  on  to  speak  of  another, 
law  converts  the  malice  into  a  fact  to  be  con- 
cluded on  by  the  jury. 

Here  the  first  question  is,  What  is  the  nature 
of  the  evidence  by  which  a  jury  is  to  be  satis- 
fied?  and  second,  what  does  law  hold  to  be 
malice  ? 

On  the  first  it  is  not  necessary  that  there 
should  be  proof  of  extrinsic  facts  to  indiice  you 
to  conclude  that  it  was  malicious ;  it  is  suffi- 
cient if  you  are  satisfied  of  it  from  the  nature 
of  the  words,  and  the  concomitant  circumstan- 
ces. This  is  quite  sufficient,  without  any  proof 
of  previous  declarations  of  malice  or  rooted  en- 
mity. 

Malice  in  law  does  not  consist  of  a  rooted  and 
fixed  resentment,  but  in  a  desire  to  injure ; 
and  in  this  case,  where  there  19  no  extrinsic 
evidence,  the  question  is,  whether  malice  is 
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Hamilton     to  be  inferred  from  the  whole  circumstances 

of  the  case  ?  When  the  case  came  forward  in 
the  morning)  there  were  other  matters  requir- 
ing attention,  but  from  the  manner  in  which 
the  case  has  been  conducted  on  the  part  of  the 
defender,  this  ^s  now  the  only  question.  In 
the  issue  the  words  are  laid  as  malicioicsly 
used,  and  this  must  be  under  your  considera- 
tion, as  it  takes  it  out  of  the  ordinary  ^ase  of 
slan(fer,  and  constitutes  what  in  modem  lan- 
guage is  termed  a  privileged  case.  There  are 
various  degrees  of  this  privilege.  In  some  it  is 
absi^ute,  and  there  the  Court  must  direct  a  ver- 
dict for.  the  defender,  the  party  not  bdng  re* 
sponsible.  In  some,  from  the  nature  of  the 
act  and  the  enactment  of  the  statute  under 
which  the  action  is  brcMight,  a  party  can  only 
recover  on  proof  of  express  malice.  In  otheiis, 
the  protection  is  not  absolute,  but  only  if 
the  matter  is  pertinent  to  the  subject,  as  a 
counsel  in.  conducting  a  cause ;  but  in  all  of 
them  malice  is  laid.  Malice  here  does  not 
mean  a  fixed  rooted  state  of  resentment  by  the 
one  party  against  the  other,  but  that  state  of 
mind  which  leads  the  party  to  act  not  from  a 
view,  of  duty  bufc  of  injury*  This  motive  may 
have,  existed  privately,  but  the  question  is,  whe- 
ther, at  the  time  the  words  were  uttered^  they 
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were  used  with  a  mind  to  injurei  or  in  perform-     Hamiltok 
ance  of  a  duty  ?  and  it  i»  by  your  conclusion        hofe. 
from  the  facts  and  circumstances  as  to  the  ma- 
lice  that  a  verdict  is  to  be  given  for  the  pursuer 
or  defender ;  it  is  not  to  rest  on  a  conclusion  of 
law  from*  the  falsehood. 

-..•'.  ...       -    .  .  ■     ' 

His  Lordship  then  stated  the  evidence,  and 
that  the  first  clause  of  the  issue  was  not  prov- 
ed, and  must  bei  throwa  out^of  view ;  but  that 
the  other  clause  was  clearly  libeUoos^  and  would 
support  a  common  action  f  wad  that, '  therefore^ 
it  d^nded  on  their  (^nion  as  to  th^  malice, 
whether  it  would  support  this  r  That  in  this 
case  the  expvession  being  libellous,  it  was.  not 
of  importance  to  fix  whether  the  expression 
^^  he  lies,  and  knows  he  lies,'^  was  as  strong  as 
using  the  word  ••  liar  :'*  That  the  jury  must 
consider  whether  the  expressions  proved  could 
be  used  except  with  a  view  to  injure,  or 
whether  they  were  only  severe  words,  and 
were  pertinent  to  the  subject.  It  is  said,  that, 
if  the  expressions  are  pertinent,  the  party  is 
not  liable ;  but  it  is  not  said  that  the  epithets 
are  not  to  be  considered ;  I  therefore  submit 
this  to  you  as  a  case  of  expressions  used  at  a 
meeting  of  the  Senatm  Academicus,  and  in 
which  you  are  to  consider  the  words,  and  whe- 
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ther  they  could  be  used  without  malice,  and  in 
the  fair  discussion  of  the  subject. 

On  the  other  hand,  you  will  consider  the 
circumstances  under  which  the  discussion  was 
renewed,  and  that  the  Senatus  Academicus  ex* 
press  their  disapprobation  of  the  pursuer's  con- 
duct in  severe  though  decorous  terms,  and  that 
the  defender  used  terms  which  are  never  used 
without  offence. 

It  is  matter  of  regret  that  such  a  case  should 
have  occurred  between  such  parties ;  but  if  the 
expression  and  concomitant  facts  and  circum- 
stances prove  malice,  you  will  find  for  the  pur- 
suer, and  assess  reasonable  damages  as  an  in- 
demnity,  not  punishment,  according  to  a  sound 
discretion.  If  you  think  the  malice  is  not 
proved,  then  you  will  find  for  the  defender. 

Verdict — For  the  pursuer,  damages  one 
farthing. 

Moncreiffi  D.  F.,  Jeffrey,  Cockbum^  and  Wkigam,  for  the 

Pursuer. 
Hope,  SoL-Gen,,  Skene,  Robertson,  and    Watson,  for  the 

Defender. 
(Agents,  Alexander  Goldie^  w.  s.,  and  IF.  and  A,  G.  Ellis^  w.  8.) 


PKESEN'T, 
FIV£  LORBS  COMMIS8I01IER8. 
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be  a  new  trial  was  granted,  the  motion  being 
rested  on  the  ground,  that  the  verdict  was  con- 
trary to  evidence,  as  the  jury  had  found  malice, 
and  given  no  damage,  and  that  justice  had  not 
been  done. 

On  the  SlOth  of  June  it  came  on  to  be  heard. 


Hamilton 

V. 

Hope. 


Burrow,  649' 
Goodwin  v.  Gib- 
bons, 4  Bur. 
Rep.  2108. 
Grant  on  New 
Trial,  215. 


Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — This  was  a 
second  trial,  in  which  I  explained  to  the  jury 
that  malice  was  not  a  conclusion  of  law  from 
the  falsehood  flf  the  slander,  but  that  they  must 
be  satisfied  of  malice  as  a  fact,  but  that  extrin- 
sic evidence  of  it  was  not  necessary :  That  by 
law  malice  did  not  mean  a  fixed  feeling  of 
malignity,  but  an  intention  to  injure  by  the  de- 
fender, and  not  a  pure  discharge  of  duty  as  a 
professor :  That  there  was  no  evidence  in  sup- 
port of  the  issue  in  defence :  That  the  jury 
found  a  verdict  for  the  pursuer,  and  gave  one 
farthing  damages. 


1827. 
June  20. 


HopCy  SoL'Gen.  showed  cause  against  the 
rule.  The  only  ground  stated  for  disturb- 
ing this  verdict  was,  that  a  great  wrong  had 
been  committed,  and  that  the  compensation 
was  inadequate ;  but  the  jury  are  the  judges 
of  this ;  and,  on  a  view  of  the  whole  case, 
they  came  to  the  conclusion,  that  the  conduct 
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of  the  pursuer  was  such  as  not  to  entitle  him 
to  more  damages.  The  finding  of  malice  can- 
not be  separated  from  the  damages,  and  it  is 
impossible  to  say  that  the  jury  must  find  large 
damages.  There  must  be  malice  in  every  case ; 
but  in  some  it  requires  more  proof  than  in 
others.  The  verdict  cannot  be  contrary  to 
evidence,  as  specific  damages  were  not  proved. 
There  is  no  case  of  tort  in  Engls^d  wher^  the 
verdict  has  been  set  aside  from  inadequacy  of 
damages.  Even  in  cases  of  speoial  damage  the 
Court  has  refused  to  interfere.  Tidd,  in  his 
book  on  Practice,  and  Chitty  on  Pleading,  and 
Coleridge^  in  his  edition  of  Blackstone,  lay 
down  the  same  doctrine.  There  is  no  case  in 
Scotland  on  this  subject;  and  in  the  case  of 
Leven,  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Session  is 
imperfectly  reported. 

The  Court  has  no  common  law  authority,  and 
its  powers  are  limited  by  55  Greo.  III.  c.  42, 
^  6,  and  the  general  words  essential  to  justice 
must  be  held  to  apply  to  cases  not  coirtemplated; 
and  as  excess  of  ^damages  is  mentioned,*  the  Ke* 
verse  must  have  been  in  the  view  of  the  Legis« 
lature,  and  has  been  purposely,  omitted. 


•I 


Moncreijff^t  D.  jP— «*Thi8  i&  an  appe^  tdtke 
justice  of  the  Court ;  and  we  are  taught  by  the 
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practice  in  England^  that  it  is  necessary  to  have  Hamilton 
some  check  upon  juries.  Lord  Mansfield  ap*  ho^'f. 
proved  of  granting  new  trials ;  and  the  tendency 
since  then  has  been  to  enlarge,  rather  than  di* 
minish  granting  new  trials.  In  Scotland,  trial 
by  jury  is  given  by  statute,  but  there  is  the 
same  check  to  injustice ;  and  we  are  not  to  be 
fettered  by  peculiarities  in  the  English  practice. 

The  verdict  is  ineonsifit^it  with  itself— is 
contrary  to  all  the  evidence,  and  to  justice  in 
the  danages^  and  must  have  arisen  from  some 
error  or  prejudice  in  the  jury.  The  chavge 
which  is  admitted  to  be  correct  f^as,;  that  the 
jury  ntust  be  satisfied  that  there  was  a  malicious 
purpose  apart  from  the  discharge  of  duty,  and 
what  was  the  v^dkt  ?  It  imports,  that  the 
words,  smh  words,  were  spoken  by  one  gentle- 
manixf  another,  in  such  a  place*— -notin  discbai^e 
of  daty«^not  with  such  probable  caiuse  to  believe 
them  true,'  aa;  ta  exclude  malice,  and  with  a 
plea  which  aggravates^  the  case,  as  it  was  not 
proved,  and  finds  that  the  injury  and  dami^ 
is  satisfied  with  one  farthing. 

Though  the  lunount  of  daUiages  depends  on 
the  feeling  of  the  jury,  it  must  be  drawn  from 
the  facts  proved.  The  former  verdict  was  not 
questioned  for  excess  of  damages ;  and  another 
trial  takes  place  where  we  are  bound  to  make 
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out  malice  as  a  substantive  proposition,  and 
then  this  verdict  is  returned.  It  was  formerly 
the  practice  in  England  to  refuse  a  new  trial, 
on  the  ground  that  the  damages  were  excessive- 
ly large  j  but  this  is  now  altered ;  and,  though 
they  do  not  grant  it  where  the  damages  are  ex- 
cessively small,  there  is  no  ground  for  introduc- 
ing this  peculiarity  here. 

There  is  no  want  of  power,  as  this  is  within 
the  words  of  excessive  damages ;  but  if  not,  it  is 
within  the  general  words  which  are,  not  ant/ 
cause,  but  any  otker  cause  essential  to  justice. 
The  Court  have  sustained  this  in  Leven's  case, 
in  which  the  report  is  substantially  correct ;  and 
the  judgment  rejects  the  principle  of  refusing  a 
new  trial  in  cases  of  special  dam^e. 

In  the  cases  of  Senior  v.  Lang,  one  of  the 
verdicts  was  set  aside  by  the  First  Division  in 
1818  as  too  low*  It  is  said  too  high  damages 
may  ruin  the  defender,  and  so  a  new  trial  must 
be  granted,— on  the  same  principle  it  must  be 
granted  here,  as  this  verdict  will  ruin  the  pur- 
suer. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — The  Court 
will  take  time  to  consider  this  case.^ 


*  From  the  tong  vacation  having  intervened,  the  decision 
was  not  given  till  the  month  of  December. 
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The  Lord  Chief  Commissioner  delivered^  Hamilton 

the  unanimous  opinion  of  the  Court,  and  said,  hofe. 

This  is  an  action  to  recover  damages  for  a  tort  ^'TmT^ 

in  which  no  special  damage  was  proved.  The  da-  ^^,-i^ 

mages  claimed  were  ideal ;  and  the  jury  having  in  a  case  for  ma- 

^  ,  'ii  *^  "  '  -t  '      .    •   I     licious  defama- 

found  nommal  damages,  it  is  said  a  new  tnal   uon,  and  no  spe- 
should  be  granted  for  insufficient  damages.   provedT^e 
The  conduct  of  the  jury  was  not  impeach-   ^^Ji^dli^vCT- 
ed,  and  we  must  hold  it  pure.     The  words  ^i^li^T""^ 
of  the  statute  are  material  ;  and  the  first  clause 
to  which  it  is    material   to   attend    is    that 
which  relates  to  the  power  of  the  jury  to  assess 
damages  ;  and  the  next,  that  which  gives  the 
Court  power  to  grant  a  new  trial.    This  brings 
us  to  the  consideration  of  the  question.  Whether 
a  new  trial  should  be  granted  on  account  of  the 
insufficiency  or  smallness  of  damages,  in  a  case 
where  there  are  no  specific  damages  charged 
and  proved,  but  where  these  are  ideal.    The  in- 
tention of  the  act  of  Parliament  was  to  give 
trial  by  jury  in  Scotland  in  civil  cases,  and  re- 
dress by  new  trial  on  the  principles  which  go- 
vern the  practice  of  England.     How  far  the 
intention  has  been  carried  into  effect  by  the 
statute,  is. a  di£Perent  question.     There  must 
be  sufficient  words,  otherwise  what  was  intend- 
ed has  not  been  done  ;  but  if  there  are  suffi- 
cient words,  tliere  is  a  clear  course  for  this 
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ti^vHu^v^  Oottlt»  The  rights  of  parties  in  the  cause 
^4.  laust  be  guided  by  the  law  of  Scotland.  It 
^^  would  be  a  violation  of  duty  to  do  otherwise. 
But  in  the  matter  of  trial  aod<  redress  for  mis- 
trial, all  is  new  to  the  law  of  Scotland.  In  re- 
spect to  trying  civil  causes  .by  jury,  the  forms 
applicable  to  all  parts  of  the  institution  are  Eng- 
lish. This  of  new  trial  is  as  foreign  to  our 
law  as  any  part  of  the  institution,  and  there  is 
nothing  to  direct  judges  in  that  matter  in 
Scotland;  we  must  therefore  draw  the  prin* 
ciples  either  from  our  understandings,  or  from 
the  law  and  practice  of  England.  The  words 
of  the  statute  55  ;6eo.  Ill;  c.  42,  sect.  5,  give 
the  jury  the  power  to  assess  damage,  and  section  6 
gives  to  the  Court  the  power  to  grant  new  trial ; 
and  that  power,  which  was  given  by  that  statute 
to  the  Court  of  Session,  is  by  ^9  Geo.  III. 
transferred  to  this  Court.  This  is  a  case  of 
tort,  in  which  there  is  no  allegation,  and  of 
course  no  proof  of  special  damage ;  and  there 
is  no  ground  on  which  the  jury  could  give  a 
verdict  contrary  to  evidence  on  the  damage. 

The  jury  I  hold  to  be  pure-^the  words  of 
thh  statute  sufficient  to  confer  on  us  the  power—* 
and  this  not  being  a  question  of  Scotch  law  or 
practice,  we  are  to  investigate  the  course  a 
question  of  this  kind  would  take  accordmg  to  the 
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HilMILTON 

V. 

Hope. 


practice  of  England,  which  appears  to  me  con- 
sonant to  principle  in  every  respect.    It  is  the 
province  of  the  jury  to  asse^  damages,  and  the 
Court  not  to  set  aside  a  verdict,  except  the  da- 
mages are  so  extravagant  in  amount  as  decidedly 
to  turn  compensation  into  punishment.  It  is  not 
the  practice  to  set  aside  a  verdict  on  account 
of  insufficiency  of  damages,  as  there  is  no  data 
on  which  to  judge.    In  the  beginning  of  last 
century  cases  of  this  sort  were  brought  into 
Court  in  England.     In  the  7  Geo.  I.,  Pratt, 
C.  J.  refused  a  new  trial,  but  expressed  a  doubt 
as  to  whether  the  Court  might  not  grant  it  as 
well  for  small  as  for  excessive  damages ;  but  in 
6  Geo.  II.  Lord  Hardwicke  refused  a  new  trial, 
notwithstanding  the  doubt  of  Pratt,  C.  J.    Sir 
J.  Strange,  in  a  note,  repeats  the  doctrine  of 
Pratt,  C.  J.  as  his  own  opinion ;  but  there 
is  a  second  case  when  a  new  trial  ^vas  refused.   2  strange,  1062. 
The  subject  being  thus  brought  twice  directly 
into  observation  renders  the  practice* which  has 
followed  stronger  than  if  such  doubts  had  not 
been  expressed.     This  practice  continued  un- 
questioned till  1780y  when  the  subject  was  again 
brought  before  Lord  Mansfield  in  a  case  of  tort, 
where  judgment  went  by  default,  and  the  da- 
mages were  assessed  before  the  SherifiP.    An  ap- 
plication was  made  to  set  aside  the  award,  but 
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Hamilton  was  refused.  This  continues  to  be  the  practice 
Hope.        0^  England  to  this  day  ;  and  if  the  Legislature 

^'*^^'''*^-  intended  that  this  institution  should  go  beyond 
that  practice,  then  it  would  have  said  so  in  ex- 
press terms ;  and  we  cannot  take  the  general 
words  of  the  act  as  authorizing  a  different  course. 
Upon  the  whole,  it  appears  to  the  Court  that 
the  Legislature,  in  passing  the  act  55  Geo. 
Ill,  c.  4S,  intended  to  establish  in  Scotland  the 
law  and  practice  which  prevails  in  England  as 
to  new  trials,  and  that  the  statute  has  effected 
the  intention  of  the  Legislature  with  sufficient 
distinctness.  It  appears  to  us  farther,  that  the 
Courts  of  England  have  been  in  the  uniform 
practice  of  refusing  to  grant  new  trials,  on  ac- 
count of  the  smallness  and  insufficiency  of  the 
damages,  when  there  has  been  no  specific 
amount  of  damage  alleged  and  proved,  and  when 
the  conduct  of  the  jury  has  been  pure  and  un- 
impeached.  On  this  ground  we  discharge  the 
rule,  and  refuse  the  new  trial. 

Moncreiffy  D.  F. — I  doubt  if  we  are  en- 
titled to  say  any  thing  at  present ;  but  we  wish 
a  little  time  to  consider  whether  we  shall  ex- 
cept to  the  decision. 

Lord  Chief  CoMMissioNER.-^^hat  .1  stat- 
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ed  was,  that  the  intention  of  the  Legislature  was 
to  confer  on  the  Jury  Court  the  power  to  grant 
new .  trial  as  in  England,  and  that  the  statute 
has  so  conferred  it.  We  must  take  care  to  act 
according  to  the  statute,  and  I  suspect  the  59 
Geo.  Ill,  c.  35,  gives  no  right  to  except,  unless 
to  the  law  laid  down  at  the  trial.  I  did  not 
say  that  it  is  not  competent  for  the  Court  to 
grant  the  motion,  but  that  it  is  not  the  practice 
of  England,  and  that  we  ought  to  follow,  and  do 
here  follow,  that  practice. 


Hamilton 

V. 
HOFE. 


PBESEKT, 

Fiy£  Lords  Commissiokers. 


^  1827. 

tyockbum  moves  for  the  expence  of  both     Dec.  is. 
trials,  and  said  it  was  too  clear  to  require  argu- 
ment, and  that  in  Lord  A.  Hamilton's  and  other 
cases  nominal  damages  carried  costs.  iTpr^^y^^" 

Skene. — The  expense  of  both  trials  is  claim-  foTi^f  n^^^ai 
ed,  but  we  hold  that  the  pursuer  can  get  neither,  damagea. 
For  the  case  shows  that  he  came  before  the  jury 
as  on  an  aggravated  case,  and  claiming  substan- 
tial damages,  and  has  got  one  farthing.  I  do  not 
maintain  that  in  no  case  of  nominal  damages 
expences  should  be  given.     They  are  given  if 
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Mackenzie  v, 
Henderson, 
2Mur.Rep.226. 
M*Lean  v.  Sib- 
bald,  2  Mur. 
Rep.  122. 
Walker  v.  Ar- 
nott,  2  Mur. 
Rep.  350.    V 
Paterson  v.  Ro- 
nald, 2  Mur. 
Rep.  188. 
L.  A.  HaOD.  V, 
Stevenson,  3 
Mar.  Rep.  T5. 
Gilchrist  v. 
Dempster,  3 
Mur.  Rep.  368. 


the  verdict  goes  to  establish  a  right  of  property, 
or  if  the  party  states  that  he  only  wishes  a  ver- 
dict.    The  only  intelligible  rule  is,  that  where 
a  party  substantially  succeeds  in  the  real  object 
of  his  case,  then  he  ought  to  get  expense ;  but 
if  he  fails  in  the  substantial  object  of  his  action, 
and  when  claiming  real,  gets  nominal  damages, 
he  ought  not  to  get  his  expenses.     This  dis- 
tinction has  been  illustrated  in  many  cases  in 
this  Court,  though  in  some  of  them  the  circum- 
stances are  not  mentioned.    Tn  the  present  case, 
by  moving  for  a  new  trial,  the  pursuer  shows 
that  he  has  not  succeeded  in  the  real  object  of 
his  case ;  and  the  application  wa3  dismissed  by 
the  Court  on  a  view  of  the  whole  circumstances. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — We  could  not 
interfere  with  the  jury  when  their  purity  is  not 
impeached. 


Beatson  v.  Drys. 
dale,  2  Mur. 
Rep.  15). 


Skene.'^I  only  say,  that  the  Court  held  it  a 
question  for  the  jury,  who  negatived  substantial 
damages ;  and  the  Court  cannot  interfere  with 
the  verdict.  The  principle  in  Beatson's  case 
applies.  There  is  no  ground  generally  for  ex- 
penses, and  it  is  quitel  impossible  to  give  the  ex- 
pense of  the  unjust  verdict  in  the  first  trial. 
It  is  not  competent,  even  if  just,  for  the  claim 
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should  have  been  moved  in  the  Court  of  Ses- 
sion.  A  Lord  Ordinary  cannot  give  Inner- 
House  expenses,  nor  can  the  Court  of  Session 
give  those  of  the  House  of  Lords.  In  Eraser's 
case,  the  Jury  Court  delayed  proceeding,  and 
the  Second  Division  decided  tb^  point*  The 
only  cjase  giving  the  least  countenance  to  the  ap- 
pliction  is  that  of  Scruton. 

Lord  Chief  Commissiokeb.— Mr  Skene 
has  gone  so  much  into  detail,  that  it  will  be 
impossible  to  finish  this  at  present.  It  will  be 
necessary  to  have  the  matter  sifted  to  the  bot- 
tom ;  and  I  shall  state  some  viewsi  not  as  inti- 
mating an  opinion,  but  as  matter  to  be  kept 
in  view  in  the  discussion^  1«  We  mu^t  have 
reference  in  this  matter  to  the  practice  in 
En^and,  as  this  is  matter  derived  from  £ng* 
land,  and  is  not.  so  analogous. to  the  cases  on 
new  trial  as  a  venire  de  nom  b&w  ^  bill  of 
exceptions. 

The  distinction  between  a  new  trial  and 
venire  de  novo  is,  that  in  the  last  there  is  no 
reference  to  the  discretion  of  the  Court,  and  in 
the  other  the  reference  is  constant.  Hullock's 
Law  of  ^  Costs,  and  the  last  volume  of  Tidd's 
Practice,  will  lead  to  all  the  c^ses  on  the  subject. 
This  is  a  motion  for  all  the  costs,  Qii,,the  ground 
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Hamilton      that  the  party  had  a  verdict.     On  the  other 
HoPB.         side  it  is  said  none  should  be  given  ;  but  there 

^'^'^'"^'^    .  may  be  a  distinction  as  to  part  of  them.     This 

is  an  action  for  words  spoken  maliciously,  in 
which  a  justification  was  taken,  and  a  great  part 
of  the  expence  of  preparation  and  of  proof  at 
the  first  trial  was  occasioned  by  the  justification, 
and  the  verdict  shows  that  that  jury  did  not 
think  it  made  out*  At  the  second  trial  no 
evidence  was  given  upon  this  subject ;  but  does 
not  the  proceeding  on  this  point  at  the  first 
trial  stand  unmoved  by  any  thing  which  has 
followed  ?  It  was  not  touched  by  the  bill  of 
exceptions  or  by  the  second  triaL  It  should  be 
particularly  considered  whether  the  expense 
occasioned  by  the  justification  ought  not  to  be 
allowed,  as  the  matter  was  not  renewed  at  the 
second  trial,  and  as  not  falling  under  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court  of  Session, 

If  the  counsel  for  the  pursuer  speak  to  this, 
of  course  we  shall  allow  the  counsel  for  the  de- 
fender to  answer  on  this  particular  point. 

1827.  Cockbum. — This  was  a  case  purely  for  vin- 

v^^^p^...,^       dication  of  character,  and  is  not  to  be  judged 

of  as  an  action  for  actual  loss.     I  refer  to  the 
3  Mur.  Rep.  75.   <^^6  0^  Lord  A.  Hamilton,  not  merely  for  the 

general  dioctrine,  but  as  deciding  this  case. 
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Nothing  but  a  verdict  could  clear  the  pursuer's     Hamilton 
character ;  and  the  verdict  establishes  falsehood,         Hope. 
malice,  and  that  the  privilege  either  did  not   •  '**-v^~' 
apply  to  the  situation  of  the  defender,  or  that 
he  abused  it. 

Costs  ought  in  all  cases  to  follow  a  verdict 
when  no  apology  has  been  offered ;  and  perhaps 
where  the  object  ought  to  be  a  verdict,  the 
wisest  course  is  to  give  nominal  damages, 
though  pursuers  in  general,  and  probably  this 
pursuer  will  not  be  satisfied  with  such  da- 
mages. But  the  defender  has  no  cause  of 
triumph,  as  falsehood  and  malice  are  stamped 
upon  him.  It  is  said  to  be  incompetent  to 
grant  the  expences  of  the  first  trial,  as  they 
were  not  applied  for  in  the  Second  Division.  I 
admit  that  I  may  thus  be  cut  out  of  the  expense 
of  discussing  the  bill  of  exceptions,  as  that  is 
properly  a  Court  of  Session  case ;  but  the  pre- 
sent is  an  application  to  the  Jury  Court  for  the 

,  .     .  E.  of  Fife  V,  Sir 

expense  of  a  Jury  trial.   If  this  is  regulated  or   J.  Duff,  &c. 
decided,  we  must  hold  it  settled  as  a  matter  of  4  sL  i^  Dim, 

818. 

form,  but  there  is  no  such  decision. 

In  England,  the  rule  in  the  King's  Bench   2  Huiiock's  l.  of 

,^  TO  !•«»  IT  Costs,  392  and 

and  Common  Jrleas  diners,  and  I  must  protest  394. 
against  being  fettered  by  any  of  the  technical 

forms  of  the  English  Courts.     Either  rule  is  scmton ».  catto, 

good  if  it  is  known  j  but  we  have  no  rule  fixed  l^fi  ^^  ^' 
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Hamilton      here.     The  Couit  will  look  to  the  whole  judi- 
HoFE.        cial  complexion  of  the  case,  and  give  the  pur- 
'*^'^'^'       suer  the  benefit,  as  there  is  no  rule  against  it. 

Circumstances  in  LoRD   ChIEF  COMMISSIONER. We  Wlsh  tO 

which  a  second        «  .i*     ^-i  i  i       -•«.     i  i  /•  %«* 

counsel  was  heard  hear  this  thoroughly  sifted ;  and,  so  far  as  Mr 
in^*^qu«tkl!fof  Cdckburn  has  spoken  to  the  points  I  formerly 
^^^  mentioned,  or  has  quoted  cases,  Mr  Solicitor  is 

entitled  to  observe  upon  them,  but  not  gene-^ 

rally  in  support  of  Mr  Skene's  argument. 

» 

Mr  Solicitor  submitted  to  the  Court  that  h& 
was  entitled  to  a  full  reply,  as  the  opening 
by  Mr  Cockbum  was  so  short.     This  was  dl- 
lowedi 
1827.  Hope^  SoL'Geti. — The  question,  I  aidmit^  is, 

whether  the  party  has  had  substantial  success  ? 
This  is  aclaim  for  the  expense  of  ohetrial  in  which 
the  verdifct  is  set  asidd,  and  of  another,  where 
the  injuty  is  said  to  hdve  been  intolerable,  yet 
the  damages  wefe  liominal.  This  was  within 
the  province  of  the  jury^  and  the  Court  aife  not 
entitled  to  defeat  the  object  of  the  jury  by  giv- 
ing  or  refusing  fcosts.  The  propriety  of  the 
action  is  fixed  by  the  amount  of  damages,  and 
the  Court  cannot  give  costs  without  putting  the 
Court  and  jury  in  opposition.  Lord  A.  Hamil- 
ton's case  is  for  us,  as  there  the  jury  may  fairly 
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have  taken  it  as  a  case  for  vindicating  his  pub-     Hamtltok 
lie  character  i  but  here  the  personal  injury  is        hope. 
said  to  be  intolerable.        ^  e'*'*''"'^'*^ 

Simpson  V. 

If  we  refer  to  the  law  of  England,  where   Liddie,  2  m ur. 

^  Rep.  582. 

costs  are  regulated  by  statute,  it  is  decisive,  as  HuUocks  l.  of 

the  damages  are  under  40s.  ^"^^  ^' 

The  only  authority  for  giving  costs  is  in  the 

55  Geo.  III.  and  this  is  not  altered  by  59  Geo.  ®^  .^~-  ^"- 

III.  in  the  case  of  a  verdict  being  set  aside.  ^^  ^^^o- 1^^* 

^      t      ..  .  1  ,  ,        c36.  §l7aiid 

By  the  iirst  statute,  section  7»  the  costs  are  solely  33. 
in  the  Court  of  Session,  and  the  17th  and  33d 
sections  of  the  second  make  no  difference  in  the 
case  of  a  bill  of  exceptions,  but  exclude  the 
power  of  this  Court. 

There  is  no  doubt  that  the  Court  of  Session 
miirht  have  decided  this  as  they  did  in  Fraser's   ^"M"  K\^J^^' 

^  ^  ante  p,  us. 

case.     In  Scruton's  case  consideration  of  them   scruton  v.  catto. 
was  dekyed,  and  ultimately  they  were  refused.   ' '"''"  ^^^  ''" 
The  rule  in  England  is  fixed,  and  should  be   ^  "^^^^  ^'  ^^ 
the  same  here.    At  first  sight  there  appears  a  ^  '^^^^^  ^^7* 
distinction  as  to  the  justification ;  but  it  is  im- 
possible to  say  what  the  jury  might   have 
thought  of  the  case  at  the  first  trial,  if  properly 
directed  as  to  the  malice. 

Moncre^y  D.  jP.— It  is  said  the  question  is, 
whetlier  the  one  or  other  had  substantial  suc- 
cess ?  but  it  must  also  be  granted  that  giving 
costs  is  matter  of  discretion ;  and  in  considering 
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Hamilton  them  the  question  is,  not  whether  the  pursuer 
Hope.  has  got  all  that  he  claimed,  but  whether  he  has 
got  what  was  most  important  for  him  to  get, 
and  for  the  other  party  to  resist.  It  is  for  the 
Court  to  say  whether  he  was  wrong,  and  acted 
absurdly  in  bringing  his  action. 

The  rule  in  England,  depending  on  statute, 
proves  that  the  law  was  not  the  same  before ; 
and  the  argument  on  the  other  side,  if  sanc- 
tioned, would  put  the  expense  in  the  hands  of 
the  jury. 

It  is  said  costs  cannot  be  given  here,  as  the 
verdict  was  set  aside  by  the  Court  of  Session ; 
but  in  trying  the  bill  of  exceptions,  they  acted 
under  5^  Geo.  III.  and  there  is  a  material  al- 
teration made  by  59  Geo.  III.  c.  35*  ^18,  aJad 
the  19th  section  is  quite  clear.  The  case  of 
Scruton  does  not  bear  much  on  this  case  either 
way }  and  the  passage  in  HuUock  relates  to  the 
giving  or  refusing  costs,  as  a  condition  of  the 
new  trial. 

At  the  second  trial  malice  was  found,  and 
this  must  carry  a  verdict  and  costs,  and  the 
costs  of  the  first  could  not  be  decided  till  after 
the  second  trial.  The  case  was  simple,  except 
on  the  justification ;.  md  having  the  verdict  of 
two  juries,  we  ought. to  go  out  indenmis. 

Lord  Pitmilly. — There  is  one  point  on 
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the  question  of  competency  which  I  am  anxious      Hamilton 
to  know  for  other  cases  as  well  as  this.     Is  it 
admitted  that  the  Court  of  Session  might  have 
ordered  or  refused  the  costs  at  the  time  of  de- 
ciding the  bill  of  exceptions  ? 

Lord  Gillies.— I  doubt  the  application  of 
sections  18  and  IQy  as  there  was  here  no  deci'^ 
sion. 

Moncreiff. — We  cannot  admit  that  the  Court 
of  Session  could  give  the  expense  of  the  first 
trial.  They  could  have  given  the  expense  of 
discussing  the  bill  of  exceptions.  The  provi- 
sions in  sections  18  and  19  must  apply  to  any  de« 
cision  in  the  course  of  the  cause,  or  in  the  charge. 
Section  19  covers  the  case  of  new  trial  or  bill 
of  exceptions.  Unless  these  apply  there  is  no 
provision. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — This  ques- 
tion of  the  competency  under  the  statute  is  so 
important  to  the  constitution  of  this  Court, 
that  if,  on  looking  more  into  it,  any  doubt  re- 
mains, we  must  have  farther  argument ;  and  if 
it  is  found  that  the  provision  is  not  sufficient,  it 
will  be  necessary  to  apply  to  Parliament.  The 
practice  has  been  to  take  the  exception  to  the 
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opinion  at  the  trials  not  on  the  application  for  a 
new  trial. 

There  is  one  important  distinction  in  oonsi* 
dering  the  power  of  the  Court  of  Session  to 
give  costs,  in  judging  of  an  application  for  a 
new  trial  or  a  bill  of  exceptions.  In  the  first 
case,  the  process  and  whole  cause  is  in  the  Court 
of  Session ;  in  the  second,  the  cause  is  here,  and 
the  process  merely  given  in  loan  to  them  for 
the  purpose  of  discussing  the  exception.  We 
shall  pay  very  particular  attention  to  this,  and, 
if  necessary,  order  farther  argument.  The 
question  of  the  costs  of  the  two  trials  has  been 
argued  with  great  ability,  and  with  a  great  dis- 
position at  the  Bar  fairly  to  agitate  the  question 
on  the  English  cases.  It  is  against  the  statute  to 
introduce  English  law  to  decide  the  rights  of  par- 
ties ;  but  all  the  machinery  of  jury  trial  is  Eng- 
lish ;  and  the  Bar  should  consider  it  as  part  of 
the  importation  of  jury  trial,  and  be  as  anxious 
to  know  it  as  any  other  part  of  the  system. 


PBESEKT, 


LORDS  CHIEF  COMMISSIOHEB,  CRINOLETIE,  AND   MACKENZIE. 


1828. 


January  22.       L4ORD  Chief  COMMISSIONER. — In  giving  judg- 
ment in  this  case,  I  shall  not  enter  into  details. 
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but  $kate  the  general  principles  for  which  t  iiamiltok 
have  the  sanction  of  the  Judges  who  cannot  at-  Hope. 
tend  at  present,  as  well  as  of  those  who  are  pre- 
sent. This  is  dti  important  point  in  reference 
to  the  general  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  in  such 
matters ;  and  on  tUis  account,  as  well  as  on  ac- 
count of  the  cause  itself,  we  gave  it  most  anxious 
consideration,  and  are  unanimous  in  our  opi- 
nion. 

Dr  Hamilton  brings  an  action  for  slander, 
and  the  usual  issue  is  prepared  ;  two  issues  are 
also  taken  in  justification ;  the  case  goes  to 
trial,  and  a  verdict  is  found  with  considerable 
damages.  At  that  trial  a  great  part  of  the 
time  of  the  Court  was  occupied  in  considering 
the  juMificatiod ;  and  it  wad  a  question  of  great 
difficulty  and  magnitude.  There  was  then  evi- 
dence for  the  defender,  and,  notwithstanding 
that  evidence,  the  jury  established  the  falsehood 
of  the  slander.  A  bill  of  exceptions  was  ten- 
dered to  a  direction  on  the  law  stated  by  me 
to  the  jury  at  the  trial,  and  the  Second  Divi- 
sion of  the  Court  of  Session  thought  the  di- 
rection erroneous*  In  that  situation,  it  was 
£ot  the  purlsuer  to  say  whether  the  trial  was 
to  proceed  again ;  and  he  did  proceed.  On 
the  second  occasion  he  also  established  the  slan- 
der ;  and  during  the  address  to  the  jury  by  the 
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Hamilton 
Hope. 


A  caie  having 
been  carried  to 
die  Court  of  Ses- 
sion on  a  Bill  of 
Exceptions  does 
not  bar  the  Jury 
Court,  after  a  se- 
cond trial,  from 
giving  the  costs 
of  the  first  trial. 


55  Geo.  III. 
c42. 


defender's  counsel,  the  issues  in  justification 
were  abandoned.  At  this  trial  the  direction 
was  such  as  not  to  give  rise  to  a  bill  of  excep- 
tions i  and  the  verdict  is  now  final  after  a  mo- 
tion by  the  pursuer  for  a  new  trial.  The 
verdict  now  finally  establishes  the  slander  to 
be  calumnious,  malicious,  and  false,  and  finds 
nominal  damages. 

An  application  has  been  made  for  expen* 
ses,  and  has  been  resisted  on  several  grounds, 
and  out  of  these  arises  a  most  important 
question  for  the  consideration  of  the  Court. 
The  first  objection  taken  is  to  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Court  under  the  clauses  in  the  statute. 
The  next  is  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court' 
over  the  expenses  of  the  first  trial,  as  the  case 
was  removed  into  the  Second  Division  on  a  bill 
of  exceptions.  The  last  is  general  as  to  whether 
expenses  follow  a  verdict  for  nominal  damages. 

On  a  broad  and  general  view  of  the  statutes, 
without  minute  investigation  of  their  words,  it  ap- 
pears to  us  that  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Court  is 
complete,  except  in  so  far  as  by  the  statutes  the 
jurisdiction  is  retained  in  the  Court  of  Session. 
The  leading  feature  here  is,  that  by  the  sta- 
tute 55  Geo.  III.  nothing  was  given  to  this 
Court  but  the  mere  trial  of  the  cause,  all  else 
remained  with  the  Court  of  Session.     After  a 
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year's  practice,  the  inconvenience  of  this  was  Hamilton 
felt,  and  an  act  of  Sederunt  was  passed,  making 
this  Court  the  organ  of  the  Court  of  Session  as 
to  expenses.  It  was  merely  its  eyes  to  look 
into  that  which  this  Court  had  means  to  disco- 
ver, and  which  the  Court  of  Session  had  not ; 
but  still  the  judgment  was  the  act  of  the  Court 
of  Session,  though  proceeding  on  what  was 
done  by  the  Jury  Court.  Matters  remained  in 
this  situation  till  I8I99  when,  by  the  19th  sec- 
tion of  the  statute  of  that  year,  the  adjudication  ^9  Geo.  iik 
of  expences  was  given  to  this  Court,  except  in 
a  few  instances,  which  I  shall  not  notice,  as 
that  might  distract  attention  from  the  subject 
before  us. 

When  the  verdict  is  final,  and  concludes 
the  cause,  the  act  of  Parliament  vests  the  juris- 
diction in  this  Court.  The  verdict  is  final,  as 
the  statute  expresses  it,  when  the  time  for 
moving  for  a  new  trial  is  past,  or  when  a  new 
trial  is  moved  for  and  refused.  In  this  case, 
a  new  trial  having  been  refused,  the  competen- 
cy of  our  jurisdiction  over  costs,  attaches,  and  a 
remit  is  made  by  this  Court  to  the  auditor  o( 
the  Court  of  Session  to  report.  When  the 
auditor's  report  is  finally  approved,  the  amount 
of  the  expense  is  included  with  the  verdict  in 
the  judgment,  entered  up  here.     The  right  to 
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ascertain  the  expenses,  and  give  judgment  for 
them  being  here,  the  right  to  give  the  expense 
must  also  be  here* 

Another  consideration  is  also  important;  by  6 
Geo.  IV*  §  28  and  39,  a  large  cl^ss  of  cases  are 
enumerated,  in  which  jurisdiction  is  given  exclu- 
sively to  this  Court.  Section  28  enuQuerates  the 
cases,  aiid  section  29  appoints  that  the  prepa- 
ration shall  take  place  here.  The  Court  of 
Session  and  Admir^ty  are  in  all  those  cases 
excluded  from  all  jurisdiction,  except  where 
there  is  a  special  vercUct,  or  a  i^ill  of  ex- 
ceptions. A  bill  lof  exception  JGigcms  the  case 
to  the  Court < of  Sessicm  for  a  decision;  but 
in  deciding  on  it  there  is  nothing  before 
that  Court  except  the  bill  of  exceptions ;  and 
when  th^y  have  discMrged  th^ir  duty  as  to  the 
bill,  they  are  Jtmcti.  If  they  confirm  the  di- 
rection,  the  verdict  is  final.  ]f  they  reverse  it, 
then  the  case  is  remitted  here  ;  but  it  depends 
on  the  ultimate  d$$^ion  of  the  cause, who  shtali 
get  their  ^^i^qpepse^.  W$,fire  all  of  opinion  on 
the  acts  of  Parliainent,  that,. in.  case,  of  a  bill  of 
exceptions,  the  cause  comes  back  to  be  dealt 
with  exclusively  by  this  Court,  according  to  the 
jurisdiction  vested  in  it  by  59  Geo.  III.  c.  35. 
$19. 

But  it  is  said,  as  the  Second  Division  order- 
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ed  a  new  trial,  we  ought  not  to  giYC  expenses.      Hamilton 
There  is  a  most  important  consideration  here,        Hope. 
and  I  wish  the  Bar  to^tend  to  it.  When  a  new 
trial  is  applied  for  here,  or  in  the  Court  of  Ses- 
sion, in  the  cases  in  which  the  implication  is 
made  to  them,  the  Court  must  exercise  its  dis- 
cretion in  granting  or  refusing  itr     This  must 
be  a  sound  judicial  discretion,  but  it  is  a  pure 
act  of  discretion ;  and  in  the  exercise  of  it, 
the  Court  may  grant  the  new  trial  on  payment  of 
costs,  or  they  may  refuse  them,  or  allow  them  to 
abide  the  event  of  the  cause.     This  is  the  case 
in  an  application  for  a  new  trial,  in  which  I 
use  the  term  technically,  -as  applied  to  an  or- 
der for  a  new  trial,  and  not  to  the  result  of 
a*bill  of  exceptions.     The  trial  which  results 
from  a  bill  of  exceptions  I  would  call  anoth^Br 
or  a  second  trial.     When  a  bill  of  exceptions 
is  taken  on  a  point  of  law,  and 'carried  to  the 
other  Court,  the  p<Hnt  is  stated  in  the  bill. 
It  is  a  pure  rigid  question  of  law,  and  there 
is  no  discretion  to  be  exercised.     The  only 
duty  is  to  decide  it.     The  Coiurt  must  decide 
it  one  way  or  the  other.     If  it  is  in  favour  of 
the  exception,  the  party  may  go  to  another 
trial ;— «if  it  is  finally  refui^,  the  case  is  at 
end. 
The  result  of  this  is,  that  if>  in  the  decision 
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Hamilton     of  this  point,  we  think  the  pursuer  should 

have  the  expense  of  both  trials,  we  are  not 
barred  by  the  act  of  Parliament,  or  by  what 
has  taken  place  in  the  other  Court.  They  had 
merely  the  dry  point  of  law  to  decide,  and  not 
the  diiscretion  to  grant  or  refuse  a  new  trial,  or 
to  annex  any  conditions. 

The  next  consideration  is,  whether  expenses 
should  be  given  in  this  case,  and  to  what  ex* 
tent  ?  It  is  said  there  ought  to  be  no  costs,  as 
the  damages  were  nominal ;  and  that,  if  any 
are  given,  it  ought  only  to  be  those  of  the  last 
trial.     I  shall  not  enter  into  much  detail ;  but 
it  is  of  great  importance  that  there  was  here  a 
justification,  and  that  it  was  entered  upon  large- 
ly at  the  first  trial,  and  given  up  at  the  second. 
If  there  was  a  discrepancy  in  the  verdicts,  still 
the  principle  as  to  the  justification  is  the  same. 
It  was  not  proved  at  either  trial.     Why  does  a 
person  bring  an  action  for  slander  ?    It  is  to 
lay  his  character  before  the  public,  and  to  show 
that  the  slander  is  not  consistent  with  truth. 
He  challenges  the  defender  to  prove  it  true. 
If  there  is  no  justification,  law  presumes  the 
slander  false.     If  a  justification  is  put  in,  then 
by  finding  a  verdict  for  the  pursuer  on  proof, 
or  by  its  being  abandoned,  the  jury  in  express 
terms  find  the  slander  to  be  false.     This  action 
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^  is  brought  to  redeem  the  character  of  the  pur-     Hamilton 

^  suer.     The  finding  at  the  last  trial  is,  that  the        Hope. 

^  slander  was  calumnious,  malicious,  and  false. 

^  In  this  way  he  has  the  main  fruit  of  his  ac- 

^  tion — ^he  has  so  far  completely  obtained  his  ob- 

}  <>r  ject.     He  is  not,  indeed,  to  put  a  sum  of  money 

in  his  pocket ;  but  the  question  is,  Whether  this 
»  is  to  prevent  the  Court  giving  expenses  ?   The 

I*  sum  of  money  may  be  considered  a  material  point 

u  in  a  case,  as  the  world  are  apt  to  judge  of  the  re- 

j  suit  by  the  amount  of  the  damage  ;  but  that  is 

i  not  to  affect  the  decision  of  the  Court.     The 

t  jury  have  their  jurisdiction,  and  the  Court 

I  their's  ;  and  as  we  do  not  interfere  with  their 

jurisdiction,  so  we  must  take  care  that  they 
do  not  interfere  with  this  jurisdiction  of  the 
Court.  Without  entering  farther  into  the 
case,  we  are  all  of  opinion  that  the  whole 
expenses  in  this  Court,  and  the  previous  ex- 
penses  in  the  Court  of  Session,  ought  to  go 
to  the  auditor,  because  the  pursuer,  having  a 
second  verdict,  shows  that  he  was  right  from  the 
first.  Though  circumstances  may  have  inter- 
vened by  the  wrong  direction  at  the  first  trial, 
still  the  pursuer  was  right  throughout.  Our 
decision  is  pot  only  founded  on  principle,  but 
also  on  precedent  j  and  I  shall  only  refer  to 
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Hamilton 

V. 

Hops. 

Walker  v.  Ar- 
nott,  2  Mur. 
Rep.  351. 


one  C90e  in  1880»  in  which  the  whole  principle 
18  stated  in  a  very  few  words. 

Perhaps  it  would  be  right  to  have  a  law 
enacting*  that,  il  the  damages  amottnted  to  a 
certain  sum,  costs  should  follow ;  and  that, 
though  under  that  sum,  the  costs  should  be 
given,  if  the  judge  who  tried  the  cause  certified 
that  it  was  an  action  proper  to  be  brought* 
K  such  a  law  existed,  and  I  were  asked  to  cer* 
tify  that  this  was  a  proper  action  to  raise,  I  should 
grant  the  certificate ;  and  I  am  authwi^d  to 
say  the  same  for  all  the  judges  of  this  Court* 
This  is  the  sound  test  by  which  to  reguhdie  the 
matter  of  expenses,  and  on  this  principle  we 
act  in  this  case. 


1828. 
Jan.  13. 


The  defender  afterwards  applied  for  the  ex* 
pense  of  opposing  the  motion  for  a  new  trial 

LoBD  Chief  CoMMissioN£R.~-This  must  be 
granted,  as  the  defender  has  been  successful  on 
this  part  of  the  cause ;  and  to  refuse  the  costa, 
would  be  a  violation  of  the  great  principle  on 
which  costs  are  given. 
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Steteksok 


V. 


Macphersok^ 


Stevenson  v.  Macpherson,  Maclachlan, 

AND  MaCNICOL. 

1  HIS  was  an  action  of  damages  by  a  person 
who  had  been  bankrupt,  and  alleged  that  the 
trustee  on  his  estate,  and  the  agents  employed 
by  him,  had  agreed  to  reconvey  to  him  the 
stock  on  his  farm  at  a  valuation,  and  afterwards 
sold  it. 


18S7. 
June  II. 


Finding  for  the 
defender,  the 
pursuer  liaTiag 
failed  to  produce 
an  original  sede* 
runt-book. 


Defence. — The  pursuer  did  not  pay  the 
price,  or  find  security  in  terms  of  the  agree- 
ment. Before,  at,  and  after  the  sale,  the  pur- 
suer, by  his  conduct,  homologated  every  thing 
that  was  done. 


Mr  Robertson  opened  the  case  for  the  pur- 
suer, and  stated  the  facts.— The  first  piece  of 
evidence  tendered  was  a  copy  of  the  sederunt- 
book  under  the  sequestration,  which  it  was 
stated  had  been  in  process,  and  was  admitted 
in  the  answers  to  the  condescendence  as  a  true 
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Mackay         copy.    This  was  objected  to  as  neither  the  ori- 
Maclboss.       ginal,  nor  the  copy  authorized  by  the  bankrupt 

act. 

Lord  Chdsf  Commissioner. — In  fact,  by 
the  statute  there  are  two  originals,  but  this  is 
neithejr  of  tbc^i  and  the  admissions  not  hav- 
ing been  taken  in  tha  usual  way,  this  copy 
must  be  rejected.  As  this  is  the  foundation 
of  the  pursuer's  ease,  if  I  bad  the  power  to 
nonsuit,  this  would  be  a  proper  ca6e  to  exeivise 
it.  But  not  having  this  power,  I  must  direct 
a  verdiet  for  the  ddSender. 

Verdict — "  For  the  defender." 

Robertson,  for  the  Pursuer. 

Hopcy   SoL'Gen.,   and  D,  M'NeiUy   for   Maepherson  and 

M^lacfalan. 
Monteiih  for  Macnicol. 
( AgentS)  Thomas  Ker,  w.s.  David  Brown,  w.s.  James  HamiUon,  w.s.) 


P&BSEVT, 
X.ORDS  CHISF  CO.^MISSXOyEE  AKD  CEINGLSTIE. 


1827.  Mackay  v.  N.  and  M.  Macleod. 

July  12. 

Damages  againat   An  actiou  to  rccover  from  the  master  and  the 

the  master  and 
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Qwner  of  a  vessel  the  value  of  a  cargo  of  oats       Mackay 
shipped  on  board  that  vessel.  Macleobs. 

owners  of  a  ves- 

Defbncb.— The  vessel  was  seaworthy  5  only   ^  ^°'  *?*  ^*^"« 

i/  '  J     of  com  lost  on 

a  part  of  the  cargo  was  lost,  and  the  Iqss  was   ^^^  *«  ^e««i- 
caused  by  the  violence  of  a  stornii  not  by  any 
fault  of  the  defenders. 

ISSUE. 

^^  It  beii^  admitted  that,  on  the  10th  day 
'<  of  December  1824,  the  vessel  called  the 
^'  Diana  was  the  property  of  the  def(»ider, 
'<  Ncmnan  Macleod,  and  that,  at  the  said  time, 
^'  the  defender,  Murdoch  Macleod,  was  master 
'<  of  the  said  vessel : 

'*  It  being  also  admitted  that,  on  the  said 
^*  da/,  there  was  shipped  at  Clare,  in  Ireland, 
^<  on  boatrd  the  said  vessel,  1^89  barrels  of  oats, 
the  property  of  the  pursuer ;  and  that  the 
^fender,  Norman  Macleod,  by  a  bill  of  lad* 
hig,  dated  the  10th  day  of  December  1 824, 
**  subscribed  by  Murdoch  Macleod,  master  of 
*'  the  said  vessel,  undertook  and  agreed  to  de- 
^<  liver  the  said  oats  in  good  condition  at  GIqs- 
*<  gow,  the  danger  of  the  seas,  fire,  rivers  and 
*^  navigation  of  whatsoever  nature  and  kind 
"  excepted : 
.  <^  It  being  also  admitted,  that  decree  in  ab- 
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Mackay       <<  sence  was  pronounced  against  the  said  Mur- 

Macl'kods.     **  doch  Macleod : 

'""^'^^^'"^^         «  Whether  the  defender,  Norman  Macleod, 

<*  failed  to  perform  the  said  undertaking  and 
**  agreement,  to  the  loss  and  injury  of  the  pur* 
«  suer  ?'* 

Jeffrey^  for  the  pursuer,  said,  That  a  person 

undertaking  to  deliver  a  cargo  was  liable  for 

Cairns  v.  Kq>-      the  loss,  unlcss  he  uscd  all  diligence  to  pre- 

rT^  245."''        serve  it.    In  this  case  the  question  is,  whether 

the  loss  was  caused  by  stress  of  weather,  or 
whether  the  defenders  failed  in  a  most  material 
part  of  their  duty.  After  sailing,  but  before 
leaving  the  Shannon,  one  anchor  was  lost  and 
another  broken,  and  in  these  circumstances 
^e  duty  of  the  master  was  to  return  to  Lime- 
rick, and  get.  his  vessel  made  seaworthy ;  but 
he  sailed,  and  she  was  lost ;  and  it  is  maintain* 
ed  that  they  were  not  bound  to  go  back  to  re- 
pair, and  that,  even  if  they  had  had  the  anchor, 
it  would  not  have  saved  them. 


Evidence  taken  Tq  t^g  examinations  of  certain  witnesses 

in  Irelana  on 

commission  read  takcu  in  Ireland  being  read,  it  was  objected 

m  Court  without  P 

proof  that  the  that  there  was  no  evidence  of  the  causes  of 

witnesses  could  . 

not  attend.  their  abscncc. 

Lord   Chief   Commissioner. — The    pre- 
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sumption  in  this  case  is,  that  the  witnesses  are  not  M ackav 
here,  because  they  are  not  within  the  jurisdiction  M  acleods. 
of  the  Court.  The  true  distinction  is,  that,  in 
case  of  a  sick  witness  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Court,  the  onus  of  proving  the  cause  of 
absence  lies  on  the  party  producing  the  deposi- 
tion ;  but  when  the  witness  is  beyond  the  juris- 
diction of  the  Court,  the  onus  is  on  the  other 
party. 

When  the  deposition  of  one  of  the  witnesses 
was  produced, 

Cockbum,  for  the  defender,  objects, — Before 
bis  examination  he  was  taken  before  a  magi- 
strate and  precognosced  upon  oath.  He  acted 
as  agent  in  the  cause,  and  got  L.  30  for  his  ser- 
vices, which  is  proved  by  a  paper,  the  vmting 
of  which  he  denies ;  but  I  am  ready  to  prove 
it  his. 

Moncreiffy  D.  F. — It  is  the  practice  in  Ire- 
land, in  case  of  a  loss,  to  take  affidavits  in  this 
manner.  If  the  paper  mentioned  is  the  one 
which  was  put  into  the  witness's  hand  at  the 
time  of  his  examination,  he  denies  that  it  is  his. 
writing. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — As  to  the 
first  objection,  that  there  was  an  uncancelled 
deposition  by  the  witness  at  the  time  of  his 
examination,   there  is  no  difference  whether 
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the  examination  is  taken  here  or  abroad,  pro- 
yided  instructions  to  that  effect  were  in  the 
commission;  and  perhaps  it  may  be  proper 
in  future  to  insert  such  instruction*  But  it 
would  be  carrying  matters  very  far  to  says 
that  this  testimony,  in  the  circumstances  hi 
which  it  was  taken,  is  to  be  rejected.  The 
rule  for  destroying  the  deposition  is  one  foi'  the 
protection  of  the  witness }  and  if  the  examina- 
tion had  been  in  Scotland,  the  affidavit  would 
have  been  cancelled ;  but  in  England,  instead 
of  being  cancelled,  the  witness  would  have  been 
cross-examined  from  it  j  and  with  such  a  rule 
there,  and  no  instructions  in  the  commission, 
it  would  be  carrying  matt^^  to  an  extreme:  to 
reject  the  evidence.  This  and  the  other  ob- 
jection, as  to  his  denial  of  the  writings  go  to 
his  credit,  and  will  be  sufficiently  before  the 
jury. 

Lord  Ceingletie. — Precognitions  here  are 
frequently  taken  on  oath,  especially  in  the 
north.  When  the  witness  is  called,  the  pre- 
cognition is  understood  to  be  destroyed,  but  b 
not  in  fact  destroyed,  only  it  cannot  be  set  up 
against  his  oath  in  Court  j  and  the  same  must 
be  understood  in  this  case. 


Incompetent  to 
prove  the  loss  of 


In  the  deposition,  a  iaiict  was  stated  as  to  the 
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aaaster  having  acted  in  opposition  to  the  opl-     Mackay 
nion  of  the  pilots  md  ihua  having  caused  the     Macleobs. 
loss  of  the  vessel*     This  was  objected  to  as  a  ^  ^^^^nJi^ 
charge  of  barratry.     On  the  other  side,  it  was  ^t^^®"°JL 
stated,  diat  the  jury  must  know  all  that  hap-   ^°  ^«  <^°de- 
pened  to  the  vessel,  it  beii^  at  the  same  time 
admitted,  that,  if  the  jury  were  satisfied  that 
the  anchor  was  good,  «m1  that  the  loss  proceed- 
ed from  a  different  cause^  thei»  it  waa  sarprififer. 

Lord  Chief  Commissionbr.-— The  real 
question  is^  Whether  the  vessel  was  sufficiently 
found  with  anchors?  and  if  the  matter  now 
proposed  to  be  given  in  evidence  ia  not  suffi- 
ciently explamed  in  the  condescendences  mud 
answers,  it  cannot  be  gone  iilto  here. 

The  poi&t  was  then  given  up,  and  the  an- 
swer by  the  witness  was  not  read. 

To  the  deposition  of  another  witne»^  it  was 
ol)jeeted  that  he  admitted  that  he  had  got  L.30 
for  his  evidence. 

Momreijff^f  D.  F. — You  may  prove  the  fiict, 
but  not  the  admission. 

LoRI>    ChI£F    CoMMISSIONBR. — It    IS'  oidy 

proposed  to  prove  an  admissiim,  and  net  any  act 
dene^  for  the  purpose  of  couMervafliag  what 
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Mackay       the  witness  swore;  and  wh^  the  defender 
MACLEODS,     eomes  to  his  case,  he  will  have  an  opportunity 

of  making  what  use  he  can  of  this. 

Cockbum,  in  opening  for  the  defender^  said, 
The  first  question  is  the  points  the  jury  have 
to  try,  and  we  submit  to  the  Court  that  they 
ought  to  direct  the  jury  not  to  find  against 
the  defender,  unless  there  is  misconduct  or  ne« 
gligence  by  the  master.  In  the  difficult  situ- 
ations in  which  a  master  is  placed,  he  is  en- 
titled to  use  his  discretion.  When  there  is 
difference  of  opinion  amongst  naval  persons,  as 
to  what  ought  to  have  been  done,  it  may  not 
be  easy  to  say  which  is  right ;  but  it  is  a  suffi* 
cient  defence,  that  one  experienced  seaman 
would  have  acted  as  this  master  did ;  and  we 
shall  pr(#duce  several  who  think  he  acted  pro- 
perly. The  question  is,  whether  he  fairly 
exercised  his  discretion  ? 

To  succeed,  the  pursuer  must  prove  that  the 
master  acted  improperly,  and  that  the  loss  was 
caused  by  that  impropriety.  This  is  not  a 
question  with  insurers,  or  whether  the  vessel 
was  unseaworthy ;  but  the  pursuer  must  connect 
the  loss  with  the  improper  act  of  the  master. 
The  vessel  was  seaworthy  when  she  sailed,  and 
the  loss  was  not  caused  by  the  want  of  the  an- 
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chor ;  besidesy  there  was  more  danger  in  going       mackay 
back  to  Limerick  than  proceeding  to  Glasgow.     Macleods. 
The  pursuer  has  not  produced  any  living  wit-      ^^  ^  "^ 
ness  before  you  who  was  present  at  the  time  of 
the  loss* 

A  witness  was  called  to  prove  that  the  in-  JJiJi^Jf^il 

surance  on  the  vessel  had  been  paid  under  a  refe-  ^/J^^^ 

rence.  This  was  objected  to,  and  the  Lord  Chief  Ji>ev«i«cofgood» 

Commissioner  observed,  that  the  evidence  was  ^  p^p^^  ^  ^ 

.  nun  uisared  on 

inadmissible,  as  this  was  res  mter  alios*  the  vessel  had 

been  paid  on  s 

It  was  then  proposed  to  call  evidence  to   reference. 

f   .    ,t  ' .  ••■  •         Evidence  admit- 

contradict  the  witness  examined  on  commis-   ted  at  the  trial 
sion,  who  denied  having  written  or  subscribed  dit  d^to  a  ^ 

a  paper  shown  to  him.  ness  examined  on 

Jeffirey.^^T\m  was  stated  as  an  objection  to 
the  witness  at  the  time  of  his  examination  in 
Ireland,  and  they  ought  then  to  have  been 
ready  to  prove  it ;  but  it  is  incompetent  now  at 
a  distance  of  time,  and  when  the  witness  is  not 
present  to  explain.  The  time  for  reprobatory 
proof  is  past,  and,  not  having  been  protested 
for,  it  is  incompetent. 

CocAritirn.— If  this  is  not  competent,  parties 
are  in  a  curious  situation  with  respect  to  evi- 
dence on  commission ;  for  the  authority  to  the 
commissioner  is  to  examine  a  certain  individual, 
and  under  that  commission  he  could  not  take 
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MAcKAY        tl^  proof ;  and  now  at  Ihe  trial  it  is  said  to  be 
MAGLEOD0.     incompetent.     We  made  the  objeetioa,  and 

the  paper  being  returned  by  the  commissioner 
it  ift  indecent  to  make  the  olgeetion  now« 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner* — This  paper  is 
attached  to  and  returned  with  the  commission 
for  examining  the  witness.  The  object  is  to 
show  that  the  witness  did  write  that  which  he 
denies  baring  written;,  and  the  question  is^ 
whether  the  necessary  examination  of  a  witness 
on  commission  shall  httve  an  additional  disad- 
vantage, which  would  not  have  been  the  case 
had  the  witness  been  present,  and  the  whole 
proof  taken  at  one  time  ?  We  cannot  so  restrain 
the  examination  of  witneaaes,  or  prevent  their 
true  situation  and  diaracter  frmn  appearing. 
We  are  in  such  a  predicament^that,  for  the  pur- 
poses of  justice,  we  must  admit  the  evidence. 
If  there  is  an  j  ^estion  of  surprise  that  wilt  be 
for  after^censidention ;  but  it  is  a  most  senons 
comideratioB,  if  we  are  not  only  to  have  the 
examination  on  paper,  but  net  to  have  the 
means  o£  trying  the  cre<Ht  of  the  witness. 


Lord  CjLiN6L£TiE.-^Thi8  is  not  merely  an 
ofler  to  prove  that  the  witnesa  admitted  thai  he 
bad  written  the  paper,  biat  that  this  is  his  wrk- 
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ing,  though  the  witness  denies  it.     If  the  wit*      Mack^t 
ness  had  been  put  in  the  box  and  denied  it#     macleom. 
could  you  not  have  called  this  evidence  to  prove    ^  *'  '^  ^' 
the  fact?    Formerly  evidence  of  this  nature 
was  got  by  protesting  for  reprobaton,  but  th«? 
is  impossible  in  trial  by  jury>  where  we  must 
have  the  whole  evidence  at  once.     But  this 
evidence,  it  is  said,  was  taken  on  commission. 
The  commissioiier,  however,  could  not  have 
taken  the  evidence  now  offered ;  it  must  there- 
fore be  admitted  now. 

Moncreifff  Z).  JP.  in  reply,-~The  argument 
of  the  defender  is  most  extraordinary.  It  is, 
that,  after  a  vessel  sails»  fihe  is  entirely  under 
the  discretionary  management  of  the  master, 
and  that  in  no  case  can  he  he  wrong.  1«4 
The  obligation  is  to  cany  thie  cai^,  and  this 
implies  that  the  vessel  is  seaworthy  ^  and  if  the 
owner  cannot  show  this,  he  is  liable,  as  the  loss 
is  not  by  peril  of  the  sea.  ^,  We  are  to  show 
negligence  on  the  part  of  tl)u$  master ;  amd  if  we 
have  proved  this,  we  must  succeed* 
^  But  the  first  question  is^  whether  sha  mm  sea- 
worthy ?  and  the  defender  admits,  that  she.  was 
so  at  sailing ;  but  ^e  was  not  seaworthy  at  the  wiikie  v.  ced- 
time  of  leaving  the  Shamion ;  and  seaworthiness 
applies  to  charter-parties,  as  well  as  to  policies 
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of  insurance*  Cases  of  necessity  may  occur 
where  masters  run  the  risk,  but  if  a  vessel  is  in 
a  place  of  safety,  the  master  must  make  her 
seaworthy*  This  was  found  in  Parker's  case ; 
and  in  a  later  case  in  this  very  'bay  the  verdict 
went  against  the  owners* 

As  to  negligence,  it  certainly  was  the  duty 
of  the  master  to  send  to  Limerick.  With  re- 
spect  to  the  evidence  brought  to  contradict  our 
witness  it  is  incorrect ;  and  even  taking  the 
evidence  at  the  worst  for  us,  it  is  but  one  wit- 
ness against  another,  and  our  witness  is  con- 
firmed by  circumstances,  while  their's  is  not. 


Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — You  have 
now  been  attending  for  many  hours  to  a  case 
in  which,  from  bodily  infirmity,  I  doubt  if  I 
shall  be  able  to  give  you  the  assistance  I  might 
have  done,  had  it  been  brought  within  narrower 
limits. 

In  this  case  there  has  been  much  said  of  the 
disadvantage  of  proof  taken  on  commission, 
and  it  is  great,  though  in  this  case  it  is  less  in- 
jurious from  the  body  of  other  evidence.  With 
I'egard  to  the  witness  on  whose  testimony  it 
was  attempted  to  throw  discredit,  the  affidavit 
he  made  was  at  a  time  when  he  was  not  aware 
that  it  was  contrary  to  the  law  of  Scotland,  and 
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does  not  appear  much  to  affect  his  credit ;  and  imackay 
as  to  the  paper  which  he  denied  having  signed  Macleoj>8. 
on  looking  at  it,  though  I  am  not  fond  of  this 
sort  of  evidence  as  to  hand-writing,  the  simi- 
larity of  the  writing  to  the  genuine  signature 
is  not  such  as  to  make  me  think  he  has  been 
guilty  of.  perjury.  In  this  case  there  is  only 
one  witness  brought  against  him^  and  that  wit- 
ness is  not  confirmed  by  circumstances ;  and 
even  in  England,  where  one  witness  is  sufficient 
to  prove  a  fact,  it  requires  two  witnesses  to 
convict  a  person  of  peijury. 

The  question  here  is,  not  as  to  the  loss  of 
the  vessel  or  the  value  of  the  cargo  lost,  but 
whether  you  are  to  give  L.  938,  Os.  6d.  to  the 
pursuer,  or  find  a  verdict  for  the  defender  ? 
Whether  the  defender  has,  by  the  act  of  the 
master,  been  brought  within  the  terms  of  the 
undertaking ;  for  if  he  has,  there  must  be  a 
verdict  against  him. 

The  relative  situation  of  an  owner  and  mas- 
ter of  a  vessel  is,  that  the  owner  vests  in  the 
master  the  utmost  authority  that  can  be  given, 
and  is  liable  for  the  acts  of  the  master,  as  if 
they  were  his  own.  The  situation  of  the  owner 
relative  to  the  freighter  of  a  vessel,  is  the  same 
as  that  of  a  carrier  by  land ;  and  he  undertakes 
to .  do  all  that  is  necessary  for  conveying  the 
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mackay       goods.     The  implement  which  he  provides  for 
MACLEODS,     the  carriage  must  be  sufficient ;  his  vessel  must 
•  be  seaworthy ;  for  that  is  a  sufficiency  which 
applies  to  charter-parties  as  well  as  policies* 
There  is  no  doubt,  that,  had  the  vessel  sailed  ori- 
ginally in  the  state  in  which  she  was  afterwards 
when  she  left  Tarbert  Roads,  she  would  have 
been  unseaworthy,  and  the  contract  would  have 
been  void  i  but  she  was  seaworthy  at  sailing ; 
and  therefore  the  question  turns  on  what  the 
master  was  bound  to  do  in  the  circumstances 
which  afterwards  occurred.     The  vessel  be- 
comes insufficient,  and  though  this  may  have 
been  by  the  act  of  God,  still  there  are  duties 
incumbent  on  the  master*    He  is  bound  to  do 
every  thing  which  may  enable  the  vessel  to  go 
on  in  safety.    You  are  to  draw  the  conclusion 
from  the  facts  proved,  whether  he  did  use  the 
means  in  his  power  ?   You  have  heard  it  proved 
that  anchors  are  not  manufactured  at  Limerick ; 
but  that  at  the  time  they  might  have  been  got 
there.  Now,  is  there  any  evidence  of  the  master 
having  made  inquiries  on  the  subject  ?    If  he 
had  inquired,  and  been  informed  that  he  could 
not  get  them  at  Limerick^  then  he  did  his  duty* 
It  is  saidf  that,  if  he  had  gone  to  Limerick,  it 
would  have  been  a  deviation  from  the  voyage ; 
and  I  am  not  prepared  to  say  there  was  such  a 
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necessity  as  would  have  justified  his  going  there  j       m  ackay 
biit  he  remaiQed  six  days  in  the  Shannon ;  and     Macl'eoss. 
there  is  no  evidence  of  his  taking  any  step  to      ""^"^  **^ 
repair  the  injury ;  and  the  question  is,  whether 
the  innocent  affreighter  or  the  owner  is  to  suf- 
fer? 

The  questions  are,  whether  tJie  andiors  were 
insufficient  in  Tarbert  Roads  ?  Whether  the 
master  did  any  thing  to  r^air  them?  and 
whether  the  vessel  was  lost  from  the  insuffi* 
ciency  of  the  means  of  holding  her  £i8t  ? 

.   Verdict — ^For  the  pursuer,  L.  953,  Os.  6d. 

Moncreiff',  Dn  F*,  J^rey,  and  Ivory ,  for  the  pursuer. 
Cockburn,  Cu7iinf(hame,  and  Jameson,  for  the  defender. 
(Agents,  CampbeU  and  MacdowaU,  and  WUHam  Smith.) 

The  Court  granted  a  rule  to  show  cause  why  ^^7. 

the  verdict  should  not  be  set  aside.  s^^,^^^ 

Jeffrey  showed  for  cause,  that  the  master   f^J^J^ 
was  n^ligent  in  not  going  to  Limerick  j  that  ll,* Ih^^^iy  on'^''^ 
the  loss  was  caused  by  the  drifting  of  the  vessel.   ^^^^^  ®^^' 

CocMwr».~This  is  in  opposition  to  two 
cases  decided  at  Lloyds  on  a  reference.  There 
is  no  question  of  seaworthiness  but  n^ligence, 
and  this  is  not  to  be  tried  by  what  we  know 
now,  but  by  the  situation  of  the  master  at  the 
time.    The  anchor,  though  brdcen,  was  ser- 
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Mackay       viceable^  and  there  .would  have  been  more 
Maclbods.     danger  in  returning  than  in  sailing,  as  the  voy* 

age  was  short. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — When  the 
rule  was  granted  in  this  ease,  statements  were 
made,  bearing  on  the  manner  in  which  I  put  it 
to  the  jury,  which  I  was  anxious  to  have  cleared 
i^.  It  was  also  said  that  settlements  had  been 
made  at  Lloyds  ;  but  as  that  was  with  different 
parties,  evidence  could  not  have  been  admitted. 
I  do  not  consider  this  as  a  case  of  seaworthiness, 
as  that  is  a  technical  term  applicable  to  insur- 
ance ;  and  if  a  vessel  wants  an  anchor,  though 
she  perishes  by  lightning,  the  ship  not  being 
seaworthy,  the  contract  is  void  ab  initio.  But 
here  the  questions  were,  what  was  the  nature  of 
the  accident,  and  whether  the  vessel  was  lost  by 
the  accident  and  the  negligence  of  the  master  ? 
lliere  was  conflicting  evidence  as  to  the  ex- 
tent of  the  injury,  and  the  duty  of  the  mas- 
ter, which  was  sent  to  the  jury }  and  they 
were  of  opinion,  that  the  diligence  was  not 
exercised,  which  the  freighters  •  were  entitled 
to  expect,  and  that  they  ought  not  to  suffen 
The  jury  were  of  opinion,  that  the  master  ought 
to  have  exerted  himself  to  repair  the  damage. 
We  therefore  sustain  the  verdict,  as  it  is  accord- 
ing to  the  weight  of  the  evidence. 
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Lord  Cringletie. — There  is  no  doubt 
here,  as  it  was  a  case  of  conflicting  evidence. 
The  negligence  was  the  only  point  laid  down 
to  the  jury,  and  that  is  assumed  in  statutes  as 
a  ground  of  subjecting  the  owners. 

The  new  trial  was  therefore  refused. 

Ivory  moves,  That  interest  from  a  certain 
date  should  be  added  to  the  sum  found  by  the 
jury,  or  that  the  case  should  be  remitted  to  the 
Court  of  Session  for  that  purpose. 


Mackav 

V. 
(I^ACL£OD«. 


\  182a 

Feb.  1. 

The  Court  can- 
not  add  interest 
to  the  sum  found 
by  the  verdict. 


Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — This  ought 
to  have  been  claimed  from  the  jury,  as  our  add- 
ing it  now  would  be  the  Court  finding  a  verdict. 
If  this  claim  had^been  brought  under  the  view  of 
the  Court  and  jury  in  the  issue,  it  might  have 
been  included  in  the  verdict ;  but  we  cannot 
now  give  it,  as  a  verdict  was  taken  for  ,a  specific 
sum.  This  Court  has  not  original  jurisdiction ; 
and  our  duty  is  now  to  enter  up  judgment  on 
the  verdict,  and  for  expences,  in  terms  of  the 
statute }  and  we  have  no  legal  or  equitable  power 
by  which  to  do  what  is  now  asked. 

The  next  question  is,  whether  we  can  return 
this  to  the  Court  of  Session,  that  they  may  deal 
with  it  according  to  their  legal  and  equitable 
powers  ?  I  shall  be  happy  to  find  that  we  have 
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Graham      such  a  power ;  but  the  SOth  section  of  the  act 
Westenba.    confirms,  instead  of  remoying  my  difficulty. 

59  Geo.  Ill,  c. 

n35,  §  20.  Lord  Cringletib. — You  have  limited  your- 

self to  a  specific  sum,  and  I  am  satisdSed  we  can- 
not alter  the  sum  in  the  verdict. 


Kir«.  On  a  subsequent  day.  judgment  was  given 

-^       against  the  application. 


PRESENT, 
LORDS    CHIEF   COMMISSIONER  AND  CRINGLETIE. 


1827.  Graham  r.  Westenra. 

July  16. 

A^^Zr^^   An  action  of  damages  for  having  conveyed 
having  conveyed   a^av  in  liferent  the  superiority  of  the  pursuer's 

away  in  liferent  ^  ^  . 

the  superiority      lauds,  which  had  prcviously  been  conveyed  to 
'dl'"^''    the  pursuer's  grandfather  in  fee. 

Defence. — The  second  conveyance  was  made 
bonafide^  and  partly  by  the  fault  of  the  pursuer. 
The  defender  will  pay  the  sum  received  for  it, 
upon  the  pursuer  paying  with  interest  the  bill 
which  his  grandfather  granted  for  the  price. 

issue. 

♦  

*^  It  being  admitted  that  the  late  Douglas 
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**  Duke  of  Hacn3toi!i  and  BinmdoD,  1^  a  dispo-      Oraham 
«  sition  dated  the  23d  day  of  July  lygo,  eon-  .  West'^enha. 
"  veyed^  with;  absokte  wairandiee^  to  the  lilte 
**  Patrkk  Graham  of  Limekilns^  the  superiority 
"  of  the  forty-ahiUing  lands^  of  Capellie,  of  old 
"  extent,  as  described  in  the  said  disposition. 

"  It  being  also  admitted  that  Alexander 
^  Grafaam^  ome  of  the  original  purauers^  was 
^<  s(Mi,  and  that. the  surviving  pursuer  i«^  grand- 
"  son  and  heir  of  line  of  the  said  Patrick  Gra^ 
<<  ham,  and  that  the  defender  is  th€  universal 
*^  representative  of  the  said  Douglas  Duke  <ff 
*^  Hamilton  in  his^  uixentailed  property. 

••  It  being  also  admitted  that  the  defender 
"  dW,  on  the  6th  day  of  August  1816,  convey 
*^  the  superioiity  of  the  said  lends  of  Capellie 
<^  in  liferent  to  James  Allan  Maconochie,  Esq. 
^*  advocate,  who  was  infeft  in  the  same,  and 
•*  renmined.  infeft  until  the  15th  day  of  June 
**  18S6,  when  the  disposition  in  his  favour  was 
**  reduced  and  set  aaide« 

**  Whether  the  sup^iprity  of  the  said  lands 
^^  was  ill^aUy.convey€(d  as  afor^esaid  by  the  de- 
*^  fender  to  the  sdid  Jam€»  Allan  Maecmochie, 

to  the  lo8s^in|ury,^nd  damage  of  the  said 

pursuer  ?** 

Cuningkame  opened  the  case,  and  stated 
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Graham 


V. 


Westenka. 


the  facts,  and  claimed — ^the  difierence  between 
the  value  of  the  vote  in  I8I99  and  at  the  pre- 
sent time, — the  interest  of  that  price  from  I8I6, 
when  the  disposition  was  found, — and  the  va- 
lue of  the  privilege  of  voting  at  the  elections 
since  1816. 


In  a  quebtion  as 
to  tlie  value  of  a 
freehold  qualifi- 
cation, compe- 
tent to  prove  the 
general  price  in 
the  county,  but 
not  a  particular 
instance. 


An  objection  was  taken  to  a  witness  stating- 
the  price  which  had  been  paid  for  votes  at  a 
particular  period. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — This  evi- 
dence is  not  good  as  to  one  transaction,  but  it 
is  good  as  to  the  general  price. 


Cochbum  opened  for  the  defender,  and  stat-* 
ed.  That  the  jury  ought  to  lean  on  the  Court,  as 
the  difference  was  not  as  to  fact,  but  principle : 
That  the  pursuer  was  the  cause  of  that  of  which 
he  now  complains:  That  the  conveyance  in 
1790  was  for  a  temporary  purpose,  and  though 
the  pursuer  has  got  the  vote,  he  has  not  paid 
the  price :  That  the  pursuer  misled  the  de- 
fender, and  ought  to  pay  the  expence  which  he 
has  caused.  The  power  of  voting  is  not  a  sub- 
ject of  pecuniary  compensation,  and  we  are 
ready  to  pay  all  we  got  for  the  liferent. 


Lord  Chief  Commissioner.^ — This  is  a  very 
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extraordinary  case,  which  arises  out  of  a  trans- 
action in  1790,  by  which  the  Duke  of  Hamilton 
conveyed  this  vote  to  Mr  Graham,  the  grand- 
father, and  upon  which  no  question  is  raised, 
till  long  after  the  death  of  both  these  parties. 
Damages  are  claimed,  because  the  defender 
conveyed  away  the  liferent  of  this  vote ;  but  it 
is  difficult  to  state  the  principle  upon  which  the 
damage  is  to  be  calculated ;  and  it  is  better  fit- 
ted for  settlement  out  of  Court. 

A  superiority  is  a  thing  of  no  tangible  value ; 
it  is  merely  a  privilege  of  voting  for  a  member 
of  Parliament ;  and  the  ideal  value  of  this  privi- 
lege varies  according  to  the  state  of  the  parties 
in  a  county.  A  most  respectable  witness  told 
you  that  he  bought  a  vote  fer  L.  1000,  with  an 
obligation  on  the  seller  to  get  a  renunciation  of 
a  liferent  on  it ;  but  this  ideal  value  is  of  so 
slippery  a  nature,  that  I  cannot  tell  you  that 
this  is  the  sum  to  be  given.  Indeed,  this  case 
contains  features  showing  the  ideal  nature  of 
this  property,  for  from  1790  till  1819  no  step 
is  taken  to  vindicate  the  right  to  this  vote.  No 
money  was  paid  in  1790 ;  and  it  is  important 
to  consider  whether  the  second  conveyance  was 
made  through  the  fault  of  those  acting  for  the 
Duke  of  Hamilton,  or  through  the  fault  of  Mr 
Graham  not  keeping  his  titles  where  they  could 
be  found  ? 


Geahak 

V, 

Westewka. 
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The  first  time  the  'pursuer  could  have  used 
this  vote  was  in  1 8S6,  and  I  cannot  'tell  you 
what  sum  ought  to  be  paid  for  being  deprived 
of  this  privilege*  I  cannot  >say  that  no  da- 
mages should  be  given ;  but,  considering^he  for- 
gitfulness  of  both  parties,  it  is  not  so  dear  a 
case  that  I 'can  direct  you  what  verdict  to  find, 
and  therefore  I  leave  it  to  your  good  sense ; 
but  if  I  were  in  your  situation,'  I  cannot  say  I 
would  give  the  sum  claimed,  or  that  stated  by 
the 'witness;  but  if  any  damages  are  given  I 
liunk  the  sum  named  by  4te  defender  much  the 
most  judicious. 


Verdiet^-For  the  pursuer,  damages  L.^8S. 

MaHcreif,  D.F.»  and  Cuniftghame,  §or  tli€  Pwratter. 
Forsyth  and  Cockburn,  for  the  Defenders. 
(Agents, 


PRESENT, 
LORDS  CHIEF  COMMISSIONER  AND  CRINGLETIE. 


1827. 
July  16. 

Finding  that  a 
person  was  in 
Uege  pouttie  at 
the  date  of  a 
deed. 


Hogg  v.  Nimmo, 

1  HIS  was  an  action  of  declarator  brought  by 
the  trustees  named  in  a  deed^  to  have  it  found 
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that  the  Aeedf  and  a  codicil  attached  to  it,  were 
esectttedJn  liegepaustie,  and  that  the  defendeF^ 
the  hetr-^t^law,  should  be  Uable  in  damages  for 
idtstnicting  the  puirsuers  in  the  management  of 
:the  trust* 

Defence. — The  action  was  unnecessary,  but 
the  pursuers  having  brou^t.tt,  must,  prove  their 
case.  The  defender  was  ready  to  approve  of 
the  doedsi  on  getting  satisfactory  information  as 
to  the  state  of  health  of  her  brother,  the  truster. 

ISSUE. 

<<  It  being  admitted  that  the  late  Hugh 
<<  Nimmo^  baker  ui  jgdinburgh,  died  on  the 
«  6th  day  of  August  1825. 

"Whether  a  deed  and  codicil,  bearing  to  be 
"  exeottted.by  the  said  Hugh  Nimmo  on  the 
"  17th  day  of  June,  and  14th  day  of  July 
"  1825  respectively,  an  extract  of  which  deed 
"  and  codicil  is  produced  in. process,  were  not, 
«  or  either  of  then^  was  not,  executed  on  death- 
*^hed?*' 

CcK?Ai«rw  op^ed  ithe  case  for  the. pursuer, 
i^nd  explained  the  Jiatjire  of  the  law  of  death- 
bed. That,  as  the  person  had  not  lived  sixty 
days  after  executing  the,deedl,  the  question 
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would  turn  on  his  going  to  kirk  and  market, 
which  he  had  no  doubt  of  proving ;  and  the  heir 
might  get  out  of  this,  by  proving  support  if  she 
could.  It  was  for  the  Court  to  say  on  whom 
the  onus  of  proving  support  rested ;  and  if  the 
direction  is  against  us,  we  will  argue  it  on  a 
suir,  B.  iii.  i.      bill  of  excoptions. 

4  §  28,  and  B.  '^ 

iv.  1 20,  §  48.         There  was  another  point  for  the  Court  on 

the  codicil,  as  we  may  not  be  able  to  prove  him 
at  kirk  and  market  after  it ;  but  it  does  not  af- 
fect heritage  ;  and  there  is  a  power  reserved  in 
the  deed  to  alter  it  on  deathbed.  The  titles  to- 
the  subjects  were  taken  to  the  truster  and  his 
wife,  which  excludes  the  heir ;  and  a  special  ver- 
dict is  probably  the  best  way  of  disposing  of 
this  part  of  the  ease* 

When  the  widow  of  the  truster  was  called  as 
a  witness, 

Jeffrey  objects, — She  is  a  party,  and  has  a 
beneficial  interest. 

Cockbum. — She  is  not  a  pursuer,  and  has  an 
interest  to  reduce  the  deed ;  but  as  they  insist 
in  the  objection,  we  do  not  call  her. 

Moncreiff,  D.  F.  opened  for  the  defenders, 
and  said.  This  is  a  most  extraordinary  case, 
and  is  the  first  in  this  form  in  the  recollection 
of  any  one  in  Court.     There  are  many  reduc- 


1696. 


18«r.  THE  JURY  COURT.  ggg 

tions  on  the  ground  of  deathbed,  but  here  the  Hogg 
parties  have  changed  sides,  and  the  pursuers 
are  bound  to  make  out  all  that  law  requires  to 
make  this  a  valid  deed.  The  presumption  is  in 
favour  of  a  regular  deed,  but  the  pursuers  have 
so  little  confidence  in  this,  that  they  will  not 
act  upon  it,  but  come  to  have  it  found  by  the 
Court.  Death  of  the  disease  of  which  the  maker 
of  the  deed  was  ill,  being  proved  or  admit- 
ted, the  party  must  make  out  the  exception 
in  every  point ;  and  here  the  date  of  the  deed 
is  not  proved. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner.— Is  it  not  a 
probative  deed  ? 

Moncreiffy  D.  f\ — In  this  peculiar  case  they  stair.  623l 
were  bound  to  prove  the  date.  They  have 
only  proved  his  being  at  kirk  and  market,  but 
have  not  proved  his  going  to  and  returning 
from  them,  which  are  the  material  points  ;  and  Ersk*  689. 
unless  they  prove  him  not  supported,  they  fail 
in  their  case. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner.— It  being 
agreed  that  there  shall  be  a  special  verdict,  or 
special  case,  which  is  more  convenient  as  to 
the  codicil,  we  are  relieved  from  the  consider- 
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ation  of  that  part  of  the  cause  Bt  [ffesent,  and, 
therefore^  haye  only  to  apply  the  evidence  to 
the  depd.  If,  on  consideration^  you  are  of 
opinion  that  th^  .deed  is  valid,  then  the  ques- 
tion as  to  the  codicil  will  remain  for  the  otha: 
Court;  but  if  you  are  of  opinion  that  the  deed 
was  executed  on  deathbed,  then  the  (;odiciI 
also  fails.  You  must. consider  particularly  the 
issue,  without  any  prejudice  for  the  one  side  or 
the  other :  and  you  have  nothing  to  do  with 
whether  the  law  of  deathbed  is  ben^fieial  or 
not.  I  believe  it  beneficial ;  but  it  is  sifffident 
that  it  is  the  law,  and  has  been  so  for  centuries, 
and  the  law  must  take  its  course. 

This  case  is  not  concluded  here,  bat  in  the 
Court  of  Session  ;  but,  as  it  comes  to  trial  on  a 
general  issue,  any  of  the  special  facts  s^j^icable 
to  deathbed  may  be  pxoy«d.  We  imust.  tidere- 
fore  consider  what  is  deathbed.  This  term  in 
law  has  not  the  same  meaning  as  in.  ordinary 
Jife,  but  m^ans  that  tfa&  person  is  ill  of  the  dis- 
ease iof  which  he  afterwards  difes,  and  that  he 
dies  within  sixty  days  without  having  gone  i  to 
kirk  and  market  unsupported.  In  this  case 
the  death  being  admitted,  the  question  is  re- 
.duced  to  going  to  kirk  or  market  uiisui^rted. 
If  he  goes  to  dither  it  is  sufficient ;  and  it  will 
simplify  the  case,  to  consider  l^e  ehureh  and 
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maiket  wparstelj^  and  the  supfRnrt  as  applicable        Hogg 
to  both.     The  evidence  of  this  person  going    -  Nihmo. 
to  the  etamp-office  is  no  evidence  of-  going  to 
max^ket,  though  it  is  more  difficult  to  say  that 
Jiis  going  to  a  shop  is  not,  Edill  it  would  be  a 
pity  to  involve  this  case  with  any  quiNstion  of 
this  nature.     You  will  therefore  consider  the 
erideneeastto  die  pffiee  md  shop  morels  [Hroof  of 
his^Beralstrraigth;  andihow  &r  they  corrobo- 
Tate  thepresiumption  of  his  being  supported  or 
not  when:  he  went  to  ohurclu    The  wideme 
as  to  the  dates  in  this  4sase  is  not  -  by  a  witness 
swearing  to  the  dates,  but  by  proving  facts  and 
ciiiciuiistanees,  wluoh  is  even  mwe  ^satisfactory 
than  the  other. 

I  wish  to  limit  your  attention  to  the  going  to 
church  ;  for  if  you  agree  with  me  in  thinking 
that  it  is  established  that  he  went  to  church 
subsequent  to  the  execution  of  the  deed,  then 
the  deed  is  valid,  unless  he  was  supported. 
On  this  there  is  a  question  raised  on  whom  the 
burden  of  proof  lies.  In  the  ordinary  case 
the  heir  proves  the  illness  and  death  within  the 
sixty  days,  and  the  other  party  proves  the 
going  to  chureh  unsupported.  I  do  not  in 
this  cas0  ^9b  tQ  say  any  thing  tbl^t  might  seeip 
to  take  it  out  of  your  hands,  I  rather  wish  you 
Uk  .attend  to^tbe.&ioi^'  wbidi  {daces  ii;.4n  such 
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Smiles^  a  situation  that  the  law  is  of  little  importance. 
KiLRR,  &c.  This  was  not  a  disease  in  the  limbs  of  this  person, 
"''^  but  in  his  breathing ;  and  there  is  evidence  of 

his  habit  of  walking  alone  ;  and  when  he  went 
to  church  there  is  the  evidence  of  the  coach* 
man,  that  after  he  left  the  coach  he  walked  in 
the  usual  way. 

The  evidence  of  his  being  at  market  is  not 
so  clear,  as  none  of  the  witnesses  fixed  a  parti- 
cular day  'y  and  though  there  are  cases  going 
^!1lJ^u^    nearly  as  far  as  would  hold  going  to  a  shop  suf- 
24th*NorT736    fi^^^^'»  ®*^'^  I  ^^  ^^*  w^s^  *^  embarrass  the  case 

Mor.3322.        '     with  this- 

On  the  evidence,  therefore,  you  will  find  for 
the  pursuer  or  defenders. 

Verdict — For  the  pursuers  as  to  the  deed. 

» 

Cockburn,  SkenCj  and  Marshall,  for  the  Pursuer. 
Moncreiff,  D.  F.,  Jeffrey,  and  More,  for  the  Defender. 
(Agents,  D.  &.  A,  Thomson^  w.  s.  and  Alexander  Giffbrd,  s.  s.  c.) 


PKESENT, 
LORDS  CHIEF  COMMISSIONEa,  CKIKOLETIE,  AND  MACKENZIE* 


1827.  Smjles  V.  Kerr  and  Trotter. 

July  17. 

1  HIS  was  an  action  of  declarator*  to  have  the 
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right  to  the  water  of  a  small  stream  ascertained,        Smiles 
and  to  have  it  restored  to  what  was  alleged  to      Kerb,  &c. 
be  the  old  course. 

Defence. — The  stream  has  for  more  than 
forty  years  flowed  to  the  defender's  mill. 

ISSUE. 

*'  It  being  admitted  that  the  pursuer,  Ro^ 
**  bert  Kerr,  is  treasurer  to  the  governors  of 
**  James  Gillespie's  Hospital  in  Edinburgh ; 
**  and  that  the  governors  of  the  said  hospital 
**  are  proprietors  of  certain  lands  in  the  parish 
"  of  Colinton,  in  the  county  of  Edinburgh ; 
**  and  that  the  pursuer,  Alexander  Trotter,  is 
**  also  proprietor  of  certain  lands  in  the  said 
**  parish. 

*'  It  being  also  admitted  that  a  stream  of 
**  water,  which  rises  at  the  Bungwell,  situate 
on  the  property  of  Woodhall,  in  the  said 
county,  runs  in  an  easterly  direction,  till  it 
crosses  the  lane  leading  from   the  village 
**  of  Colinton  to  Bonally,   both  in  the  said 
*^  county,  then  along  the  east  side  of  the  said 
^<  lane,  till  it  reaches  a  field  belonging  to  the 
'*  said  hospital,  which  field  is  bounded  on  the 
**  west  by  Ihe  lane,  and  on  the  north  by  a  field 
^<  called  the  Bumshot-park,  also  the  property 
**  of  the  said  hospital. 
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Smiles  «(  Whether,  sftcr  entering  the  fields  beundb 

KkRit',  &c.  **  ed  as  aforesaid,  the  said  stream,,  or  a  part 
**  thereof,  has,  for  forty  years  preceding,  the; 
**  ist  day  of  June  1824,  or  for  time  immemo- 
<<  rial,  mn  to  the  eastward  niltil  it  entertd'^tbe 
**  lands  of  Dregfaoniy  the  property. of  the  ptir*'. 
**  suer,  Alexander  Trotter ;  and  whether  the 
**  defender,  or  his  predecessors,  have  diverted 
^^  the  course  of  the  said  stream,  or  a  part  there- 
"  of,  and  have  caused  the  same  to  rnn  itf  a 
^*  northerly  direction,  and  net  to  eoter  tbefaftds 

of  Dreghom,  to  the  loss,  injury,  and  damage 

of  the  putsuers  ?" 


ii 


Cockbmm,  Opened '  the  case  for  the  pursuer, 
and  said.  The  wholes  or  at  least  a  Icn-ge  pro^^ 
portion  of  the  stream,  flowed  through  the  lands 
of  the  pursuers,  till  the  defender  deepened  the 
course  towards'  his  mill,;  whiidh  now  carrisss^oflp 
the  whde. 

After  several  witnesses  had  been  examined^ 
his  Lordship  sugge^ed^  that  there  probably 
was  watei:  enough  for  both  parties,  and  that, 
unless  the  defender  claimed  the  whde,  it  was 
probably  unnecessary  to  g^  farther  j  but  if  he 
claims  the  whole,  of  course  it  is  not  for  the 
Court  to  stop  the  pursuer.     Mr  Jeffrey  said. 
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though  they  had  called  evideace  to  prove  po^        Smiles 
session  of  the  whole  by  the  pursuers,  yet  they      Kkrr,  &c. 
were  willing  to  take  a  half.  On  the  other  side» 
however,  this  was  not  agreed  to. 

On  the  cross-€xammai>ion  of  the  eleventh 
witness  called  for  the  pursuers,  he  stated,  that 
part  of  the  water  had  been  given  off  to  Sir 
William  ¥orbes  io  a  pipe. 

Jeffireyy  for  the  pursuers. — There  is-  nothing 
of  this  in  any  of  their  pleadings.  They  seem 
to  intend  to  rais^  a  new  plea  i^amst  us,  that 
water  was  given  off,  and  that  we  acquiesced^ 
The  only  ^ea  in  law  is  prescription  ;  and  are 
they  under  this  ^ititled  to  prove  that  I  was 
deprived  of  the  water  by  other  causes  ? 

Moncreiff\  D.  F. — ^This  is  a  groundless  and 
absurd  objection.  I  expect  to  demonstrate 
that  the  pursuers  have  lost  the  water*  by  other 
causes  than  any  operation  by  the  defender,  and 
the  cause  mentioned  by  the  witness  is  one  of 
them.  Their  supply  was  from  the  waste-pipe. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — Thg  question 
here  is,  who  shall  have  the  water  flowing  at  a 
particular  point  at  the  date  of  the  action  ?  and 
that  point  is  below  where  the  pipe  is  taken  off. 
The  fact  undoubtedly  was  stated  by  the  wit- 


306  CASES  TRIED  IN  juiy  ,7^ 

Smiles  ness,  but  it  appears  to  me  not  to  be  in  the 
Kerr,  &c.  cause.  It  is  said  this  is  got  on  cross-examina- 
tion ;  but  it  is  an  universal  rule,  that  though 
you  may  on  cross-examination  put  leading 
questions,  and  try  the  truth  of  the  witness,  you 
cannot  get  in  evidence  that  which  is  illegal. 

This  is  a  question  as  to  the  state  of  the  water 
flowing  from  a  well  at  the  date  of  the  action  ; 
and  is  it  possible  to  draw  into  this  case  any 
thing  which  diminished  that  flow  long  before  ? 
What  is  the  stream  mentioned  in  the  issue,  and 
which  the  defender  is  accused  of  diverting  ?  Is 
it  a  stream  that  existed  long  before,  or  is  it  the 
stream  at  the  time  the  action  was  brought  ? 
Were  we  to  allow  this,  it  would  be  trying  a 
question  as  to  a  different  stream  from  that  which 
existed  at  the  date  of  the  action.  The  ques- 
tion is  not  competent  on  cross-examination,  the 
fact  not  being  within  the  action. 

Moncreiff.^^To  raise  the  question,  we  are 
entitled  to  ask,  whether  any  other  supply  of 
water  flowed -into  the  stream  ? 
♦ 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — If  this  ques- 
tion had  been  put  in  the  ordinary  course  of  ex- 
amination, I  do  not  know  that  I  would  have 
objected,  but,  in  the  circumstances  in  which  it 
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is  put,  the  question  is  incompetent  But  if  a 
bill  of  exceptions  is  taken  on  the  ground  of  our 
rejecting  the  question  as  now  put,  the  case  will 
not  be  fairly  before  the  Court  to  which  it  is 
taken. 

(After  some  delay  the  parties  adopted  the 
suggestion  given  by  the  Court,  and  the  case 
was  settled  by  a  private  arrangement.) 

Jeffrey  and  Cocklmm,  for  the  Pursuers. 

Mfmcreiff,  D,  F.,  Sandfor'd,  and  for  the  Defenders. 

(Agentiy  Kemty  j-  Hunter  y  w.  s.  and  John  B,  Watt) 


1827. 
July  19. 


This  was  an  action  to  have  it  found  that  the 
manufacture  of  black  ash  by  the  pursuer  was  a   l^^/^^^u^ 
nuisance,  and  as  such  ought  to  be  stopped.  *^°  of  nuuance. 

Defence.— -The  manufacture  is  not  a  nui- 
sance, not  being  prejudicial  either  to  health  or 
vegetation.  The  pursuer  is  barred  from  chal- 
lenging it  by  acquiescence. 

VOL.  IV.  X 


l€ 


«< 
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ISSUES. 

**  It  being  admitted,  that  the  pursuer  is  pro- 
'*  prietor,  and  has  been  proprietor  since  18U7» 
**  of  a  housei  garden,  and  field,  situate  near  the 
'  *  west  end  of  the  village  of  Blackness,  in  the 
'<  county  of  Linlithgow, — and  that  the  defender 
*<  is  proprietor,  and  has  been  proprietor  since 
"  1813,  of  a  piece  of  ground  to  the  westward 
**  and  southward,  and  immediately  adjoining  to 
the  property  of  the  pursuer. 
^*  It  being  also  admitted,'  that,  upon  the  pro- 
perty of  the  defender,  there  are  certain  build- 
**  ings  in  which  black  ash,  mineral  alkali,  and 
**  other  substances,  were,  and  are  manufac- 
"  tured : 

<•  Whether,  during  the  years  1813,  1814, 
^*  and  1815,  and  subsequent  thereto,  there 
**  arose,  and  continued  to  arise  from  the  said 
**  manufacture,  great  quantities  of  smoke,  and 
**  certain  noisome,  offensive,  noxious,  or  un- 
*<  wholesome  vapours,  or  stenches,  which  were 
^*  di^sed  or  spread  over  the  property  of  the 
<*  pursuer,  to  the  nuisance  of  the  said  pursuer, 
**  whereby  the  said  property  was  deteriorated, 
*^  and  the  pursuer  inoommoded  and  annoyed  in 
« the  enjoyment  thereof,  to  the  loss,  ii\|ury, 
<*  and  damage  of  the  pursuer  ?    Or, 

*<  Whether  the  pursuer  acquiesced  in  the 
**  erection  of  the  said  buildings,  and  the  carry- 
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<*  ing  on  of  the  said  manufacture  by  the  de^ 
"  fender  ? 

Macmochie  opened  for  the  pursuer,  and 
said,  He  would  prove  this  manufacture  injurious 
to  the  health  both  of  animals  and  vegetables, 
and  that  it  was  in  a  situation  to  be  a  nuisance  to 
the  pursuer's  house. 

When  a  witness  was  called  on  to  produce 
branches  of  trees  and  shrubs  cut  from  the  pur- 
suer's  garden, 

Jeffrey. -^li  is  contemptible  to  attempt  to 
produce  an  undue  impression  by  producing 
branches  cut  a  week  ago. 

Moncreiff. — It  would  be  important  if  I  had 
a  branch  cut  at  any  time,  that  showed  the  eflSsct 
of  this  manufacture. 


Hart 

V, 

Taylor, 


In  a  question  of 
nuisance  a  wiu 
ness  not  aUowQ^ 
to  produce 
branches  cut 
from  shrubs  in 
the  ndghbour- 
hood. 


Lord  Chief  CoMMissioNER.*~It  appears  to 
me  very  doubtful,  the  production  of  a  thing 
which  has  an  uncertain  appearance.  The  ob** 
ject  is  to  get  a  description  of  the  effects  pro- 
duced, and  you  may  have  the  fullest  description 
without  these  being  produced.  If  you  are  to 
have  it»  you  must  go  into  great  detail  as  to  the 
day  they  were  taken,  the  distance  from  the  de^ 
fender's  works,  and  other  circumstances*    This 
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^^^"^       is  of  SO'  doubtful  a  nature,  that  it  appears  tome 
Taylob.      that  justice  will  he  better  attained  by  descrip- 
"^"^^"^^^      tion ;  and  I  am  always  doubtful  of  admitting  any 
thing  that  may  give  a  false  colour. 

Incompetent  to  It  being  Stated  as  an  objection  to  another 
son  empioy^'by  witDess,  that  hc  had  been  employed  by  the  pur- 
qidrr^fte^other  suer  to  inquire  after  other  witnesses,  the  Dean 
witnesics.  ^f  Faculty  said  it  was  not  his  intention  to  ex- 

amine him  in  the  ^cause,  but  as  to  some  speci- 
mens of  the  manuf£^;ture  which  he  had  taken, 
and  which  the  agent  might  have  taken. 

Jeffrey. — He  'Was  not  a  necessary  witness ; 
arid  it  is  only  on  that  ground  that  agents  are 
admitted  to  prove  the  execution  of  deeds.  Car- 
michael  v.  Tait  and  Fraser,  7th  December 
1822. 

Moncreiff\  D.  F. — The  fact  is,  the  q)eci- 
mens  were  taken  by  desire  of  the  defender's 
agent,  and  were  got  from  the  defender.  The 
objection  to  Mr  Gibson-Craig  in  the  case  quot- 
ed was  interest  as  agent. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — Neither  the 
defender  nor  his  agent  knew  this  to  be  the 
agent  of  the  pursuer ;  and  as  we  do  not  sit  here 
to  make,  but  to  dispense  law,  we  must  reject 
the  witness. 
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Iwords  Cringletie  and  Mackenzie  expressed  a 
concurrence  in  this  opinion,  and  on  it  being  sug- 
.gested  by  the  Dean,  that  in  one  case  a  pardon 
to  a  criminal  was  granted  on  the  ground  that 
his  agent  had  been  rejected,  Lord  Mackenzie 
observed,  that  it  might  be  a  good  ground  for  a 
pardon,  that,  by  the  mistake  of  an  agent,  the 
party  had  been  deprived  of  a  fact. 


A  witness  was  examined  in  presence  of  two 
medical  gentlemen  as  to  the  process  carried  on 
in  the  manufactory,  that  they  might  describe 
the  nature  and  properties  of  the  gases  which 
would  be  produced  in  the  course  of  the  manu^ 
facture. 

It  was  proposed  at  one  time  .to  let  the.  pur- 
suer's .  house  as  a  villa ;  and  a  witness  was 
called  to  prove  that  two  persons  had  looked  at 
it  with  the  view  of  taking  it  \  and  an  objection 
was  sustained  to  the  question,  whether  they  as* 
signed  any,  and  what  reason  for  not  taking  it? 

Jeffrey,  opened  for  the  defender,  and  said, 
— That  this  was  a  case  of  vital  importance  to 
the  defender  and  the  manufactures  of  the  coun^. 
try :  That  this  was  the  weakest  case  he  had 
ever  seen.  A  manufacture  being  disagreeable 
does  not  render  it  a  nuisance ;  and  it  cannot  be 
removed,  unless  it  is  carried  on  from  malice,  or 


In  a  question  of 
nuisance,  incom- 
petent to  ask  t^ie 
reason  assigned 
for  not  renting  a 
house  in  the 
neighbourhood. 


812  CASBS  TRIED  IN  July  19, 

Hart  is  to  an  intolerable  degree.  It  must  destroy  pro- 
Taylor,  pertj,  and  injure  the  health,  or  be  to  such  a 
^^^^^"^  degree  as  to  render  life  intolerable.  In  this 
case,  the  facts  clearly  prove  an*  acquiescence  by 
the  pursuer,  which  would  have  been  good 
against  the  most  aggravated  nuisance.  In  a 
late  case,  the  Court  of  Session  held  it  sufficient 
if  the  party  saw  the  operations,  and  did  not  ob^ 
ject. 

Moncreiff:,  D.  F.  in  reply,  contended.  That 
the  case  of  the  pursuer  was  proved,  and  that  no 
defence  had  been  made  out.  The  pursuer  was 
a  minor  at  the  time  the  buildings  were  ^ected, 
and  his  tutor  was  a  brother  of  the  defender 

The  question  is,  whether  this  was  a  nuisimce 
at  the  date  of  the  action  in  18^  ?  It  is  not 
necessary  to  constitute  a  nuisance,  that  it  should 
render  life  intolerable.  It  is  sufficient  if  the 
production  of  the  work  is  of  a  kind  and  quality 
that  has  a  natural  tendency  to  injure  trees  and 
plants,  and  that  in  fact  it  does  injure  them. 
The  defender  did  not  make  a  fair  use  of  his 

Ayton  V.  Doug-    property.     We  have  proved,  in  terms  of  the 

i8oo,^Mon^App.   issue,  that  noxious  vapours  arose  to  the  damage 

^ri»ih^May    of  the  pursuer. 

proiir^r^^^       As  to  acquiesccncc,  it  is  a  plea  not  known  in 

our  law  till  lately,  and  is  giving  weight  to  acts 
by  the  wrong  doer  against  the  other  party,  in« 


1897.  THE  JURY  COURT.  818 

stead  of  acts  by  the  other  party,  which  consti- 
tutes homologation.  The  case  referred  to  is  of 
a  totally  different  nature  from  this  case,  in  which 
there  could  not  be  acquiescence,  as  the  defender 
was  tenant  of  the  pursuer's  house ;  and  he  could 
not  establish  a  servitude  against  a  property  of 
which  he  was  tenant. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — In  this  case  1 
shall  not  go  into  a  detail  of  the  evidence,  or 
any  discussion  on  a  point  of  law.  When  I  have 
mentioned  the  points  to  which  your  attention 
should  be  directed,  I  am  persuaded  it  will  turn 
out  to  be  a  question  of  fact.  This  is  a  manu- 
.  factory  which  has  existed  for  ten  or  twelve  years 
in  its  present  form,  and  with  its  present  object. 
In  the  issue  there  are  two  questions  ;  and  if  I 
agreed  m  the  observations  now  made  as  to  ac 
quiescence,  I  would  withdraw  the  case  from 
you ;  but  as  there  is  no  decision  which  would 
warrant  me  in  this,  I  send  the  case  to  you ;  but 
if  you  find  for  the  defender  on  the  ground  of 
acquiescence,  I  wish  you  would  do  so  in  express 
terms,  as  that  will  raise  the  question. 

In  a  question  of  nuisance,  the  first  point  is, 
whether  the  product  of  the  work  is  tioxious  or 
unwholesome }  but  though  it  may  not  be  abso- 
lutely noxious,  still  if  it  renders  the  enjoyment 
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of  life  substantially  uncomfortable,  either  in  the 
pursuer's  house  or  grounds,  it  is  a  nuisance. 

The  pursuer  has  not  produced  any  evidence 
of  this  having  been  noxious  to  animal  life,  and 
its  effects  on  animals  rests  on  the  opinion  of 
the  medical  gentlemen ;  and,  on  the  other  side, 
you  have  persons  living  only  fifty  yards  farther 
off  than  the  pursuer  who  suffered  no  injury. 
The  evidence  was  limited  to  vegetables.  This 
still  leaves  the  question  of,  whether  it  renders 
life  substantially  uncomfortable  ?  and  if  so,  you 
will  find  for  the  pursuer,  but  if  not,  then  for 
the  defender.  Every  question  of  this  sort  is 
one  of  degree,  and  must  depend  on  the  evidence. 
It  is  not  every  trivial  inconvenience  ;  it  must  be 
substantial.  This  may  be  not  merely  by  the 
fumes  entering  the  rooms  of  the  house,  but  by 
their  injuring  the  fruit,  vegetables,  and  milk 
and  other  productions.  You  must  weigh  the  evi- 
dence of  the  different  witnesses,  and  consider 
the  circumstances  in  which  they  examined  the 
premises,  and  make  up  your  minds  whether  the 
injury  to  the  trees,  &c.  was  done  by  the  work^ 
and  whether  it  was  to  such  a  degree  as  to  ren- 
der life  substantially  uncomfortable,  and  if  it 
was  not,  you  will  on  this  point  find  for  (he  de* 
fender. 

The  next  point  is  the  smell ;  and  no  doubt 
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this  may  be  to  such  a  d^ee  as  to  make  out  the       Habt 
case ;  but  on  this  also  there  is  contrariety  of      Taylo*. 
evidence.  "^ 

If,  on  the  first  issue,  you  find  for  the  defen- 
ders, it  is  unnecessary  to  say  any  thing  as  to 
the  second ;  but  as  I  cannot  know  your  opi- 
nion on  this,  I  shall  state  our  views  on  the  sub- 
ject \  for  whether  it  is  a  question  of  fact,  or  a 
direction  in  law,  it  may  be  brought  under  con- 
sideration of  the  Court.  The  leaning  of  my 
mind  is,  that  this  is  a  case  for  acquiescence. 
There  is,  however,  a  material  difference  between 
this  and. the  case  which  has  been  mentioned ; — 
it  was  a  case  where  there  were  two  proprietors ; 
here  there  is  a  proprietor  and  tenant. 

This  is  a  case  for  acquiescence,  not  •homolo- 
gation ;  and  as  to  the  erection  of  the  buildings, 
the  pursuer  cannot  be  said  to  have  acquiesced 
in  that,  as  he  was  then  so  young ;  but  with  re- 
spect to  carrying  on  the  work,  he  is  in  a  differ- 
ent' situation.  I  shall  not  therefore  say  whether 
a  tutor  or  curator  may  acquiesce.  But  the  pur- 
suer was  of  age  in  1818  ;  and  though  he  was  in 
England  and  abroad,  still  he  was  frequently  at 
his  house  when  it  was  occupied  by  the  defender, 
the  manager  of  the  work,  and  was  in  a  situation 
to  say  to  him  that  he  intended  to  stop  the  work. 
Acquiescence  does  not  require  any  specific  time, 
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but  it  is  to  be  drawn  from  the  fiicts  proved.  It 
came  out  in  evidenooi  that,  within  two  months 
of  bringing  this  action,  and  before  he  made  any 
complaint:  of  the  work,  he  employed  an  uphol- 
sterer to  put  up  delicate  furniture  in  his  house, 
which,  if  it  is  not  an  act  of  homol(^tion,  goes 
far  to  prove  that  the  pursuer  did  not  consider 
this  a  nuisance. 


Verdict — For  the  defender. 


giTen. 


Dec  21, 1827.  When  expences  were  given  to  the  defends, 
in*  whkh*^^!-  Maconochie  moved,  That  the  expence  caused 
Sr^i^c?by*^  to  the  pursuer  by  a  preliminary  defence  should 
gS^^nor     be  paid  by  the  defender. 

More  objected,  and  said,  That  the  title  pro- 
duced by  the  pursuer  was  defective ;  but  the 
case  being  strong  on  the  merits,  this  objection 
was  not  insisted  on.  It  never  was  discussed ; 
that  could  only  be  done  in  the  Court  of  Session. 
Maconochie. — The  fact  is  important,  that 
there  was  a  detailed  objection  to  the  title  which 
was  not  abandoned  till  we  were  fully  prepared 
to  discuss  it,  and  w&are  entitled  to  the  expence 
of  making  searches^and  feeing  counsel. 


Lord   Chief  Commissioner.^- We  could 
not  have  discussed  the  question.    When  there 
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are  dilatory  defences,  the  only  act  in  this  Court 
is  to  remit  the  case  to  the  Court  of  Session. 

Lord  Mackenzie, — ^The  party  had  no  right 
to  be  fully  prepared  to  discuss  the  question,  as 
we  could  not  decide  it.  But,  looking  to  the 
claim,  I  am  not  sure  if  a  party  is  entitled  to 
subject  his  opponent  in  the  expence  of  clearing 
up  his  title,  as  he  may  have  profited  by  the  in- 
vestigation ;  but  this  is  not  the  ground  on  which 
my  opinion  is  founded. 

Moncreify  Z>.  /^.,  and  Maconochie,  for  the  Pursuer. 

Jeffrey  and  More,  for  the  Defender. 

(Agents,  John  Tait  Jun.  w.  s.  and  George  M^'CaUuniy  w.  s.^ 
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Gall,  &c.  v.  Watt. 

An  action  of  reduction  of  a  bond  of  caution 
for  a  composition  o£Pered  by  a  bankrupt,  on  the 
ground  that  the  assent  of  a  creditor  had  not 
been  fairly  obtained ;  and  an  action  by  that 
creditor  for  payment  of  the  composition. 

Defence  in  the  reduction. — There  was  no 
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Finding  that  a 
creditor  did  not 
privately  accept 
of  a  gratuity  for 
giving  his  con- 
currence to  an 
offer  of  composi- 
tion by  his 
debtor. 


31 8  CASES  TRIED  IN  July  20, 

Gall,  &c.      fraud,  but  the  securities  held  for  the  debt  were 

stated  in  the  claim  given  in  by  the  defender. 

ISSUES. 

*<  It  being  admitted,  that,  on  the  27th  day 
"  of  September  1811,  Patrick  Wallace,  mer- 
**  chant  in  Brechin,  was  rendered  bankrupt, 
'*  and  his  whole  estate  and  effects  sequestrated 
**  under  the  statute,  33  Geo.  III.  cap.  74,  and 
**  that  on  the  31st  of  October  1811,  the  de- 
**  fender,  John  Watt,  claimed  to  be  ranked  on 
*^  the  said  estate  as  a  creditor,  in  a  bill  for 
"  L.  1256,  15s.  8d.  Sterling,  dated  Dundee, 
*^  21st  May  1811,  and  stated  that  he  held  in 
**  security,  for  part  payment  of  the  said  sums, 
"  inter  alia^  two  bills,  each  for  the  sum  of  Lf50 
"  Sterling,  the  one  dated  3d  September  1811, 
and  accepted  by  George  Deuchar,  the  other 
dated  the  6th  September  1811,  and  accepted 
by  Robert  Law. 

'<  It  being  also  admitted,  that,  on  the  11th 
day  of  September  1811,  and  prior  to  the  said 
*•  sequestration,  the  said  two  bills  for  L.  50 
**  each  were  indorsed  by  the  said  Patrick  Wal- 
**  lace  to  the  said  John  Watt,  and  that  the  said 
*'  bills  were  paid  to  the  said  John  Watt  subse- 
*^  quently  to  the  claim  given  in  by  the  said 
John  Watt  under  the  sequestration. 

It  being  also  admitted,  that  on,  or  prior 


it 

it 
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'<  to  the  2Sd  day  of  February  1812,  the  said      Gall,  &c 
**  John  Watt  and  the  other  creditorsi  agreed        Watt. 
"  to  accept  of  a  composition  of  10s.  per  pound      '"^^'"'^ 
*'  on  their  debts,  and  that  on  the  7th  day  of 
'<  March  1812,  the  said  Patrick  Wallace  ob- 
tained  his  discharge. 

"  Whether  the  said  John  Watt,  in  violation 
of  the  statute,  S3  Geo.  III.  cap.  74>  privately 
**  accepted  of  a  gratuity,  for  giving  his  concur- 
*<  rence  to  the  foresaid  offer  of  composition  ?** 

Currie^  for  the  pursuer,  said.  This  case,  is 
simple,  but  it  must  be  proved  by  circumstances 
which  may  render  it  tedious.  In  addition  to 
the  composition,  the  defender  stipulated  that  he 
was  to  get  full  payment  of  two  bills  of  L.  50 
each  as  a  bonus^  and  that  the  bankrupt  should 
pay  another  bill  amounting  to  L.  31. 

When  a  copy  of  a  letter  taken  by  the  defen-   a  copy  of  a  leu 

•  •       ^  given  by  a 

der  from  his  letter-book  was  tendered  in  evi-   party  from  his 

-  letter-book  ad- 

dence,  mitted  in  evi. 

Moncreiff',  D.  -F.,  for  the  defender.— They  hST  "*^'^ 
ought  to  produce  the  original,  or,  if  it  is  lost, 
they  ought  to  produce  the  defender's  letter- 
book. 

,  Jeffrey. — The  letter  is  not  in  our  possession, 
and  this  is  an  excerpt  made  by  himself.     In  a 
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question  of  fraad,  am  I  not  entitled  to  prove 
that  he  entered  such  a  letter  in  his  letter-book  ? 

LoBD  Chief  Commissioner.— There  is  very 
little  difficulty  here,  as  this  is  the  letter  of  the 
party  himself,  and  not  produced  to  affect  others. 
His  giving  this  is  stronger  than  if  the  book  had 
been  produced. 


Act  sed.  To  the  production  of  another  dooumenty  it 

Kumei?^    was  objected,  that  it  had  not  been  lodged  eight 
J~*?^v?*^*^"^"    days  before  the  trial,  in  terms  of  the  act  of  se- 

ing  been  pro-  *  * 

duced  right  days    dCTUnt. 
before  the  tnaL 

J^2^ey.— We  searched  in  vain  for  this  pa* 
per  in  the  sequestration.  It  was  found  bccu 
dentally  among  the  papers  of  an  agent,  who  has 
retired  from  business ;  and  notice  was  given  im- 
mediately to  the  agent  of  the  opposite  party* 
The  rule  in  the  act  can  only  apply  when  pa- 
pers are  in  the  place  where  they  may  reason- 
ably be  expected. 

Moncreiff. — This  is  the  main  document  on 
which  the  case  rests ;  and  the  lateness  at  which 
it  was  produced,  prevented  us  from  having 
other  documents  which  would  have  taken  off 
from  the  effect  of  it.  I  do  not  doubt  the.pow* 
er,  but  the  diflcretiim  of  the  Court,  if  they  al- 
low this  production. 
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Lord  Chief  Commis^eoker.— The  dause 
in  the  act  of  sederunt  requires  that  the  fact» 
should  be  proved  before  we  take  any  step. 

(The  agent  having  swoni  to  the  facts,  his 
Lordship  said,)  Suppose  this  had  not  been  found, 
must  not  the  case  have  been  tried  on  the  other 
evidence  ?  This  issue  was  prepared  in  March ; 
much  attention  was  given  to  it,  and  the  party 
ought  to. have  sooner  made  the  search,  and  I 
think  it  would  encourage  laxity  in  practice  were 
we  to  admit  it. 

V 

Lord  Cringletie.— *I  think  this  of  more 
consequence  than  merely  its  effects  on  the  pre- 
sent case.  There  are  many  papers  that  are 
never  returned  to  process ;  and  the  f^ent  ought 
to  have  looked  at  the  receipts ;  and  this  paper 
was  found  in  the  natural  place,  where  it  might 
have:  be^i .  found  years  before. 

Lord  Mackenzie. — I  am  of  the  same  opi- 
nion. I  cannot  hold  that  **  could  not ''  in  the 
Act  of  Sederunt,  merely  means  that  the  papers 
were  not  found. 

Moncrieff,  D.  F.  opened  for  the  defender, 
and  said^  The  defender  was  a  true  creditor  for 
L.  1260^  ajdd  they  ky  hold  of  a  few  werds  in 
one  of  his  letters,  in  whieh  he  mentioned  a 
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Gall,  &e.  bouus,  and  refuse  to  pay  any  thing.  As  to  the 
Watt.  bill  for  L.  3 1 ,  they  must  bring  it  under  the  terms 
of  the  statute,  which  is  a  most  penal  one,  and 
must  prove  clearly,  which  they  have  not  done, 
that  it  was  a  gratuity  privately  acceptedi  for 
giving  his  concurrence  to  the  ofifer  of  composi- 
tion. As  to  the  L.  50  bills  there  is  no  case, 
as  the  transaction  was  public. 

As  to  the  L.  31  bill,  the  bankrupt  was  liable 
for  the  sum,  as. he  recommended  the  debtor  in 
it  to  the  defender ;  but  where  is  the  evidence 
that  this  was  given  for  concurring  in  the  offer 
of  composition,  or  that  he  received  a  higher 
composition  ? 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — I  quite  agree 
in  the  observation,  that  this  is  an  action  of  a 
most  penal  nature,  and  that,  though  it  is  not  by 
the  public  prosecutor,  but  by  a  private  person, 
still  the  jury  must  look  as  narrowly  to  the  evi- 
dence as  if  it  were  a  prosecution  for  a  crime. 
It  is  an  unpleasant  case  for  either  a  judge  or 
jury,  as  there  are  many  minute  circumstances 
which  it  is  difficult  to  pick  up  in  the  course  of 
the  evidence. 

The  clause  in  the  act  is  very  material,  as  on 
it  the  whole  rests.  The  terms  of  it  are,  that, 
f*  if  it  shall  be  proved  that  any  creditor  has  pri- 
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vately  accepted  of  a  gratuity  or  higher  ootn-      Oall,  &c. 

positioiit  for  giviog  his  concurrence  to  the        Watt. 

measures  proposed  <m  behalf  of  the  bankrupt 
<*  or  his  friendy  he  shall  forfeit  his  debt,  and  be 
^*  liable  in  restitution^''  &c.  Even  the  pream- 
ble is  important,  as  it  bears  to  be  for  the  pur- 
pose of  rendering  the  payment  of  creditors  more 
equal;  you  must  therefore  particularly  attend 
to  the  evidence,  and  see  whether  it  is  proved 
that  he  privately  accepted  of  either  of  the  bills 
as  a  gratuity  for  acceding  to  the  composition. 
The  dause  forfeits  the  debt,  which  in  this  case 
ia  very  considerable. 

The  dates  in  the  issue  are  material,  and  par- 
ticularly the  date  of  his  getting  the  bills,  as 
bearing  on  the  question,  whether  they  were  a 
gratuity  ?  You  will  attend  particularly  to  the 
letter  of  the  defender,  founded  on,  which  cer- 
tainly mentions  a  bonus  ;  but  the  sentence  is 
defective  and  unintelligible,  and  the  question 
is,  how  is  it  to  be  explained  ?  A  subsequent 
letter  is  not  produced,  whichmight  perhaps  have 
explained  this,  and  the  withholding  it  attaches 
nearly  equally  to  both  parties.  As  the  evidence 
is  left  in  obscurity,  you  will  judge  whether  it  is 
made  out  that  he  privately  accepted  this  as  a 
gratuity.     A  particular  feature  in  this  case  is 

VOL.  IV.  Y 
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the  question,  whether  it  can  be  saidiie  private- 
ly accepted  of  the  L.  50  billsi  when  his  Holding 
them  was  communicated  to  the  trustee  ?  The 
Lord  Ordinary  in  the  cause  is  of  opinion  that 
this  takes  it  out  of  the  statute;  and  though  this 
may  be  too  nice  a  point  on  which  to  decide  the 
case,  still  it  is  most  important  for  your  consu 
deration. 

The  L.  31  bill  is  in  a  different  situation  from 
the  others.  It  arises  out  of  a  transaction  with 
a  different  party  from  the  bankrupt ;  and  you 
will  consider  whether  the  payment  of  this  bill 
was  by  the  bankrupt  or  by  the  other  party.  In 
all  this  there  is  something  which  is  not  brought 
out  on  the  evidence,  and  which  must  be  left  to 
the  good  sense  of  a  jury.  If  you  think  it  was 
paid  by  the  bankrupt,  and  privately  accepted  as 
a  gratuity,  you  will  find  for  the  pursuers ;  but 
if  not,  then  for  the  defender. 

Verdict — For  the  defender. 


Jeffrey  and  Currie,  for  the  pursuer. 

3Ioncreiff\  D.  F.  and  Savdford,  for  the  defenders^ 

(Agents,  Willmm  Gardimr^  W,  and  Arch.  Duftcan.} 


1 

I 
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Wight 


LlDDSLL. 


PRESEITT, 
LUaD  HACKBKZIE. 


Wight  v.  Liddell.  1827. 

July  21. 

1  HIS  was  an  advocation  from  the  Admiralty   Demurrage,  ex. 

pences,  and  da- 

Court  of  an  action  against  the  defenders  for   mages  found  for 
the  demurrage  and  other  expenses  caused  by   ment'    '^^^ 
their  breach  of  agreement,  2Uid  for  not  having 
a  cargo  of  wood  ready  for  delivery. 

Defence. — The  vessel  was  too  late  of  ar- 
rivingy  and  was  detained  by  the  frost,  and  not 
by  want  of  a  cargo. 

ISSUES. 

**  It  being  admitted  that  the  pursuer  is  as- 
**  signee  of  the  estate  of  Johnston  and  Wight, 
**  late  Merchants  in  Leith : 

*^  It  being  also  admitted,  that  on  the  15th 
day  of  January  1815,  the  defender,  William 
Liddell,  promised  and  agreed  to  sell  and  de- 
"  liver  to  the  said  Johnston  and  Wight,  from 
"  14,000  to  16,000  feet  of  wood,  at  the  price 
**  of  L.l,  2s.  6d.  per  ton,  deliverable  at  Pictou, 
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"  or  a  safe  port  in  the  neighbourhood,  first 
"  open  water  in  1815  : 

**  Whether  the  said  Johnston  and  Wight 
"  sent  a  vessel  called  the  Friendship  to  receive 
"  delivery  of  the  said  wood  j  and  whether  the 
**  said  vessel  arrived  at  Pictou  in  the  month  of 
"  November  1815  ? 

"  Whether  the  defender  failed  to  furnish 
^^  the  timber  at  the  port  aforesaid  in  due  and 
**  proper  time  ;  and  thereby  delayed  the  sail* 

ing  of  the  said  vessel,  to  the  injury  and  da* 

mage  of  the  said  pursuer  ? 


it 


Cockburn  opened  the  case  for  the  pursuer, 
and  stated  the  agreement  by  the  defenders  to 
furnish  a  cai^o  of  wood  at  Pictou,  or  a  conve- 
nient port  in  the  neighbourhood.  That  the 
case  turned  on  two  facts :  1.  Whether  there 
was  wood  ?  2.  Whether,  if  there  was  not  wood, 
this  was  the  cause  of  the  detention  of  the 
vessel? 

There  was  not  wood,  and  this  was  the 
cause  of  the  detention  of  the  vessel,  as  she  ar- 
rived in  time  to  have  sailed  with  a  full  cargo. 
Even  if  she  had  time  only  to  take  on  board  a 
ballast  cargo  of  wood,  she  would  have  sailed 
with  that,  if  obtained,  and  so  the  failure  to  fur- 
nish wood  must  still  be  the  ground  of  damage. 


18S7. 


THE  JURY  COURT. 


327 


for  she  had  thrown  her  ballast  overboard,  and      Wioht 
could  not  get  other  ballasti  if  she  could  not  get     Liddell. 
wood. 


'  The  master  of  the  vessel  was  asked  on  cross* 
examination^  whether  he  wrote  to  the  ownersi 
and  what  he  wrote  ?  To  this  it  was  objected, 
that  they  ought  to  show  the  letter  to  the  wit- 
ness, if  they  had  one.  To  which  Lord  Macken- 
zie assented. 

Manor eiff^'D.  F.  opened  for  the  defender, 
and  said.  The  original  contract  was  to  deliver 
in  the  usual  way,  early  in  spring ;  but  the  vessel 
did  not  arrive  till  November,  which  was  a 
breach  of  contract  by  the  pursuer.  The  ques«i 
tion  is,  whether,  on  the  special  contract,  we 
failed,  to  *the  loss  and  damage  of  the  pursuer  ? 
There  was  not  time  to  load  the  vessel  in  the 
usual  way,  and  this  was  admitted  by  the  pur- 
suer. 

Jeffrey. ^^1  object  to  the  statement  of  any 
admission  in  a  different  cause. 

Jtf oncrej^— This  action  was  referred  to  by 
the  pursuer  in  his  opening. 

Lord  Mackenzijs. — I  am  of  opinion  that 
you  cannot  put  in  evidence  a  condescendence 
in  a  different  cause,  where  there  was  a  different 
interest  at  stake. 


Inconpetent  to 
ask  the  master 
of  a  vessel  what 
he  wrote  to  the 
owners,  without 
showmg  him  the 
letter. 


Incompetent  to 
give  in  evideoee 
admissions  made 
bya  party  in  a 
different 
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Depositions  ad- 
mitted in  evi- 
dence, there 
being  no  reason 
to  believe  that 
the  witnesses 
were  in  this 
country  at  tlie 
date  of  the  triaL 


When  the  depositions  of  witnesses  taken  in 
America  was  produced,  it  was  objected,  there 
must  be  evidence  that  the  witnesses  are  not 
in  this  country.  The  agent  was  accordingly 
sworn  and  examined. 

Lord  Mackenzie. — These  I  understand  to 
be  the  depositions  of  persons  all  resident  in 
America,  and  that  nothing  has  been  heard  of 
them  since  the  examination.  I  understand  the 
agent  to  swear  that  he  never  heard  of  these 
persons  being  in  this  country,  and  that  he  be- 
lieves them  to  be  Americans.  It  would  be  ex- 
tending the  regulation  too  far  to  hold,  that  it 
excluded  evidence  taken  on  commission  in 
such  circumstances.  There  seems  reasonable 
ground  to  be  satisfied  that  the  witnesses  are  still 
in  America,  and  cannot  be  brought  into  Court 
here. 


Incompetent  to 
prove  statements 
made  by  a  wit- 
ness, unless  it  is 
part  of  the  re$ 
ffestcBy  to  contra* 
diet  what  he 
swore  at  the  triaL 


One  of  the  depositions  stated,  that  the  wit- 
ness had  frequently  met  the  master,  who  told 
him  the  reason  of  the  detention  of  the  vessel. 
To  this  it  was  objected,  that  it  was  reprobatory 
proof  against  what  the  master  had  stated  on 
oath,  and  offered  without  any  question  put  to 
him  on  the  subject.  It  was  answered,  that  the 
master  was  agent  for  the  pursuer,  and  that  his 
statements  were  the  statements  of  the  party. 
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and  that  the  evidence  was  also  good  as  con-      Wight 
tradicting.  the  witness.  ^  Liddel. 

Lord  Mackenzie. — I  am  of  opinion  this  is 
not  competent,  though,  if  it  were  part  of  the 
res  gestcs^  I  should  think  it  evidence. 

Jeffrey  in  reply,  said,  This  case  relates  to 
the  fair  construction  of  a  contract  between*  ordi- 
nary men,  and  to  the  consideration  of  conti*ary 
evidence.  There  is  an  extravagant  charge  of 
breach  of  bargain  made  against  us,  but  the  true 
question  is,  whether  they  delivered  wood  in  a 
safe  port  ?  I  do  not  believe  that  they  had  wood ; 
but  if  they  had,  they  were  negligent  in  not  de- 
livering it. 

Lord  Mackenzie. — On  the  first  issue  there 
is  no  dispute ;  but  on  the  second,  the  parties 
differ,  and  there  are  various  things  included  in 
it.  1st,  Whether  the  defenders  failed  to  fur- 
nish  in  due  time  the  stipulated  wood  at  the  port 
stipulated  ?  Sd,  Whether  this  failure  delayed 
the  sailing  of  the  vessel  ?  3d,  Whether  the 
delay  was  to  the  injury  and  damage  of  the 
pursuer  ?  If  you  are  satisfised  on  all  those  points 
for  the  purser,  then  you  must 'find  for  him, 
; and  assess  the  damages;  but  if  on.  any  of 
them  you  are  not  satisfied,  then  you  must  find 
.  for  the  defender.     If  there  was  no  failure  to 
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deliver,  or  no  delay  by  the  failure,  or  if  the  de- 
lay was  not  to  the  injury  and  damage  of  the 
pursuer,  you  must  find  for  the  defender*  The 
original  bargain  seems  clear  from  the  letters, 
(which  his  Lordship  read.)  It  appears  that  a 
vessel  was  not  found  or  sent  so  soon  as  was  ex- 
pected ;  and  it  is  said  this  was  a  breach  of  bar- 
gain, which  frees  the  defender,  as  she  ought  to 
have  been  ready  "  first  open  water/'  But 
thb  is  carrying  matters  too  high.  It  was  the 
wood,  not  the  vessel,  which  was  to  be  ready 
*<  finst  open  water/'  The  delay  in  sending  the 
vessel  cannot  free  the  defender,  if  it  was  posinble 
that  the  wood  could  be  brought  home.  Tlie 
defender  was  bound  to  have  wood  ready  at 
Fictou  or  the  neighbourhood,  however  late  in 
the  season  the  ship  arrived,  provided  the  having 
it  could  have  been  of  use  to  the  pursuer ;  and 
the  conduct  of  the  partners  of  liddel  when  the 
ship  arrived,  showed  that  this  was  their  under- 
standing of  the  contract. 

This  brings  it  to  the  question  in  the  issue  as 
to  the  failure  to  deliver.  It  is  said  the  wood 
ought  to  have  been  at  Hctou.  The  agreement 
is  at  Pictou,  <*  or  a  safe  port  in  the  neighbour- 
'*  hood/'  The  place  to  which  the  vessel  was 
ordered  appears  to  have  been  in  the  neighbour- 
hood; but  if  you  are  satisfied  that  it  was  not  a 
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safe  port,  then  there  is  a  £iilure*  To  me  there 
does  not  seem  to  be  any  evidence  that  it  was 
not  a  port  or  a  safe  one.  If  there  was  any  un- 
due delay  in  giving  the  orders  at  Pictou,  that 
must  be  added  to  the  other  delay  as  against 
the  defender.  Of  the  question,  whether  the 
defender,  or  those  for  whom  he  is  responsible^ 
delayed  to  deliver  timber,  three  views  may  be 
taken. 

Ist,  That  by  undue  delay  the  ship  was  pre- 
vented from  sailing  in  December  with  a  full  car- 
go. 2d,  That  by  such  delay  she  was  prevented 
from  sailing  at  that  time  in  ballast.  Sd,  That  she 
could  not  have  sailed  before  the  shutting  of  the 
ports  by  the  frost,  but  was  detained  a  certain 
time  by  undue  delay  to  deliver  wood  in  spring. 
In  the  first  view,  you  must  find  for  the  pur- 
suer, and  then  in  assessing  the  damages,  you 
will  give  the  pursuer  the  demurrage,  and  the 
expeoces  caused  by  the  detention  of  the  vessel. 
There  is  no  evidence  of  other  damage ;  none 
diat  the  wood  would  have  come  to  a  more  pro- 
fitable market  at  one  time  than  another.  In 
the  second  view,  if  you  think  there  was  undue 
delay  to  deliver  wood,  and  that  by  this  delay 
the  vessel  was  prevented  from  coming  home  in 
ballast  before  the  ports  were  shut,  then  the  de<- 
lay  caused  the  demurrage  and  expenses.    But, 
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Wight 

LiDDELt. 

Qu.  Whether 
matter  which 
would  have 
formed  a  bar  to 
the  action,  may 
be  stated  as  a 
ground  for  a 
New  Trial  ? 


per  contrUf  in  case  the  vessel  had  come  home 
in  ballasti  the  freight  must  have  been  payable 
without  a  cargo  or  any  profit  from  the  voyage. 
Another  vessel  must  have  been  sent  next  year 
for  the  rest  of  the  timber.  In  this  way»  by  the 
timely  delivery  of  wood  for  ballast  only,  the 
pursuer,  though  he  would  have  saved  demur- 
rage and  expenses,  must  have  had  a  heavy  loss 
to  set  against  that  saving ;  and  in  estimating 
the  damage  from  failure  to  make  such  delivery, 
you  cannot  put  the  pursuer  in  a  better  situation 
than  he  would  have  been  in,  had  there  been  no 
failure.  Should  you  be  of  opinion  that  the  delay 
took  place  only  in  spring,  then  it  was  only  for  a 
few  days  at  the  rate  of  L.?*  7s*  a-day,  and  the 
am.ount  of  that  demurrage  seems  the  damage. 


An  objection  was  taken  to  allowing  the  ex* 
penses,  as  they  were  untaxed ;  but  Lord  Mac- 
kenzie said,,  that,  provided  the  jury  found  for 
the  pursuer,  he  thought  him  entitled  to  have 
these  expenses  taken  as  between  client  and 
agent. 


Verdict— For  the  pursuer  on  both  issues,  in 
respect  that  there  was  not  timber  sufficient  for 
ballast  delivered  in  a  reasonable,  time  after  the 
ship  arrived  in  November  181^^  and  assess  the 


1827. 


THE  JURY  COURT.  ^88 


damages  at  the  sum  of  L.  2021,  with  interest      Wight 
thereon  from  12th  October  1821  until  paid,     Liddell. 
and  also  at  the  further  sum  of  L.  234i  for  breach 
of  bargain. 

Jt^rey,  Cockburn,  and  Caninghame,  for  the  parsuer. 
Moncreiffy  2).  F.,  Skene,  and  Jameson,  for  the  defender. 
(Agents,  Walter  Cooky  w.  s.  and  «7.  Mowbray ^  w.  s.) 

A  rule  was  obtained  to  show  cause  why  the 
verdict  should  not  be  set  aside.  1827. 

J^rey  showed  for  cause.  That  there  was 
strong  evidence  in  favour  of  the  verdict:  that   a  new  trial  grant- 

^  '  ed,  the  reason  as- 

the  evidence  on  the  other  side  was  on  commis-   '?«°«^  '^  *«  ^*'- 

dict  not  warrant- 

sion ;  and  that,  the  capacity  and  integrity  of  the  »ng  «>  large  a  sum 
jury  not  being  questioned,  the  Court  ought  not 
to  interfere.  It  is  said  we  were  bound  to  mtrike 
out  that  there  was  not  sufficient  wood  for  bat-* 
last,  as  the  amount  of  damages  depended  on  it. 
It  was  stated  to  the  jury,  that  if  there  was  suffi- 
cient wood  for  half  a  cargo,  then  the  pursuer 
was  not  entitled  to  full  damages. 

Moncreiff^  D.  F. — This  is  an  action  brought 
against  the  defenders  for  breach  of  bargain,  and 
the  letters  show  the  breach  to  have  been  by  the 
pursuer,  as  the  bargain  was  on  condition  of  the 
vessel  being  there  at  the  first  open  water. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — ^^You  put  this 
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as  a  case  of  breach  of  bargain  by  the  pursuer, 
where  no  damages  ought  to  have  been  allowed. 
Would  not  this  have  been  a  bar  to  the  action, 
if  stated  at  the  proper  time  ?  I  know  how  this 
would  have  been  dealt  with  in  England,  but 
doubt  how  it  ought  to  be  dealt  with  here.  You 
may,  however,  state  it,  if  it  bears  on  the  ques- 
tion of  new  trial. 

Moncreiffi — The  vessel  did  not  arrive  till 
after  the  season,  and  must  take  the  risk  of  the 
season.  There  is  no  contrary  evidence  as  to 
there  being  timber  in  the  ponds ;  but  there  was 
not  time  to  deliver  it ;  and  as  the  pursuer  is  in 
fault,  he  is  not  entitled  to  strain  the  time  to  the 
utmost.  The  verdict  is  against  evidence,  and 
ought  to  be  set  aside,  if  against  the  weight  of 
the  evidence.  It  is  not  an  answer  to  the  issue, 
as  it  finds  that  there  was  not  ballast,  but  does 
not  find  as  to  a  full  cargo,  which  was  the  only 
agreement  into  which  I  entered. 

LoBD  Chief  Commissioner.— This  point 
was  not  opened  at  moving  for  the  rule  ;  and  if 
it  is  of  any  importance,  we  must  hear  it  more 
discussed. 


Lord  MACKENzi£.«-There  is  one  point  on 
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which  I  wish  for  argument.  The  finding  of  Wioht 
the  jury  implies  that  the  vessel  did  not  arrive  Lidb'slu 
in  time  to  get  a  full  cargo,  but  that  she  was  in 
time  to  -have  sailed  with  ballast  before  the  ports 
shuti  provided  there  had  been  wood  ready^  but 
that  there  was  not  wood  to  ballast  her.  There 
was  evidence  that  her  ballast  was  thrown  over* 
board,  and  that  other  ballast  than  wood  was  not 
to  be  had.  But  how  can  this  view  be  reconciled 
with  the  amount  of  damages  ?  The  expense  of 
returning  next  year  for  the  cargo  should  have 
been  deducted,  or  an  allowance  mdde  for  the 
loss  by  coming  home  in  ballast,  whereas  the 
damages  are  equal  to  the  whole  demurrage,  and 
a  sum  for  breach  of  bargain,  which  seems  at 
least  equal  to  all  the  expenses.  Now  this 
seems  putting  the  pursuer  in  a  much  better  si- 
tuation than  if  a  ballast  cargo  had  been  actual* 
ly  delivered. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — There  is  here 
a  large  sum  found,  and  the  case  is  one  which  it 
is  difficult  to  unravel.  The  verdict  is  of  the 
nature  of  a  special  finding,  but  the  jury  do  not 
fully  explain  their  meaning.  We  are  ready  to 
hear  more  on  the  subject,  but  it  would  probably 
be  better  to  settle  the  case  out  of  Court. 


Jeffrey. — We  did  every  thing  with  a  view  to 


182& 
Feb.  6. 


SS6  CASES  TKIED  IN  July  21, 

Wight  g  Compromise,  as  recommended  by  the  Court. 
LiDDELL,  It  is  said  the  terms  of  the  verdict  imply  that 
""^  there  was  not  time  to  load  a  whole  cargo ;  and 
therefore,  that  too  large  a  sum  has  been  given, 
as,  if  the  pursuer  had  got  only  ballast,  they  must 
have  sent  another  vessel  the  following  year* 
But  this  construction  of  the  verdict  is  not  forced 
on  the  Court.  An  observation  made  by  the 
presiding  Judge,  it  is  said,  probably  gave  rise  to 
the  finding  in  the  verdict ;  and  it  is  held  that 
the  jury  took  the  observation  on  the  evidence 
of  want  of  a  ballast  cargo,  but  did  not  take  the 
direction  that  the  damage  should  be  lower. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — This  is  a  very 
difficult  question,  and  I  would  suggest,  that,  if 
both  parties  were  wrong,  the  damages  ought  to 
be  abated. 

Lord  Cringletie. — I  have  considered  this 
case  with  ali  the  attention  in  my  power,  and  the 
verdict  appears  to  me  a  very  hard  one  for  the 
defenders,  and  one  in  support  of  which  I  can- 
not give  my  vote.  It  is  contrary  both  to  law 
and  evidence.  In  the  log-book,  which  is  sworn 
to,  it  is  stated  that  there  was  no  wood ;  but  there 
is  no  evidence  that  the  master  went  to  see  whe- 
ther there  was  wood  ;  and,  on  the  other  side, 
there  is  evidence  that  there  was  plenty  of  wood. 
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but  that  the  ponds  were  frozen ;  and,  as  there 
was  no  protest  taken,  .the  presumption,  is,  that 
the  master  was  in  fault ;  and.  there  are  ctrcum* 
stances  showing  that  he  did  not  intend  to  go 
away,  and  other  vessels  of  smaller  burden  were 
in  the  same  situation.  There  is  also  strong  evi* 
dence  to  show,  that,  with  such  a  vessel  as.  this^ 
she  was  too  late  of  arriving  to  expect  to  be  loadr 
ed.  The  jury,  therefore,  I  hold, to. be  wrong. 
If  there  was  no  wood,  the  verdict  should  have 
been  for  the  pursuer,  with  the  damages  claim- 
ed. But  the  verdict  only  finds  that  there  waa 
not  a  ballast  cargo,  and  gives  the  whde  loss, 
and. L.  200  for  breach  of  bargain.  Was  the 
bargain  for  a  ballast,  cargo  ?  On  the  whole, 
the  verdict,  in  my  opinion,  is  not  in  conformity 
with  the  issue  sent,  and  is  contrary  to  evidence. 

Lord  Mackenzie. — I  have  difficulty  in 
holding  that  the  verdict  was  not  competent 
under  the  issue,  neither  can  I  hold,  that,  on  the 
face  of  the  verdict,  it  appears  contrary  to  evi- 
dence, on  the  ground  that  there  does  not  ap- 
pear to  have  been  any  want  of  wood  at  all. 
There, was  evidence  to  show  that  the  defenders 
had  wood,  but  there  was  contrary  evidence ;  and 
though  the  master  did  not  go  to  examine  the 
ponds,  or  take  a  protest,  yet  he  swore  to  facts 
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Wight      which  made  this  a  question  for  the  jury.    If  I 
lADDELL.     were  to  form  my  opinion  as  a  juryman  on  this 
matter,  I  might  differ  from  them ;  but  I  can« 
not  go  so  far  as  to  set  aside  the  verdict  on  this 
ground. 

On  the  other  point,  howerer,  on  which  we 
had  argument  to-day,  I  think  we  ought  to  grant 
a  new  trial. 

There  are  three  views  of  this  case ;  1.  That 
the  vessel  arrived  in  time  for  a  full  cargo ;  2. 
That  she  arrived  in  time  for  a  hallast  cargo,  and 
that  the  master  would  have  returned  with  this  i 
3.  That  she  was  so  late  that  there  was  not  time 
to  take  any  cargo*  The  verdict  is  for  the  pur- 
suer, in  respect  there  was  not  wood  sufficient 
for  ballast ;  and  my  understanding  of  this  is, 
that  the  jury  state  what  they  consider  the 
wrong  done,  and  for  which  they  found  damages, 
viz.  that  there  was  not  wood  enough  for  ballast 
furnished  in  a  reasonable  time.  On  the  whole 
complexion  of  the  case,  I  think  this  the  true 
meaning  of  the  verdict.  Looking  at  the  argu- 
ments used  at  the  time,  and  all  that  was  before 
the  jury,  I  had,  and  have  the  impression,  that 
the  words  were  put  in  the  verdict  to  show,  what, 
in  the  opinion  of  the  jury,  constituted  the  wrong 
subjecting  the  defenders.  It  was  not  the  want 
of  a  full  cargo,  as  there  was  not  time  to  take 
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thdt  on  boadl  tad  stt),  but  tHtt  iv^t  of  wood  An^us,  &c. 
for  ballast,  for  wbieh  tbeire  was  tiai^  but  which  Magis-oVebiv. 
was  not  supplied  f  and  thei^efor^  they  find 
against  the  defenders;  An<l  being  of  opinion 
that  this  was  the  view  taken  by  the  jury,  I  must 
come  to  the  eon^lusion)  tbat  the  damages  are  er- 
roneous. If  they  dould  have  been  modified,  it 
would  probably  have  beem  the  best  result. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — The  other 
judges  having  come  to  the  same  conclusion, 
though  on  different  grounds,  it  is  not  necessary 
far  me  to  say  muehv  Biit  wben  I  compare  the 
isisue  with  the  verdict,  and  the  verdict  with  the 
evidence,  I  coincide  with  my  brethren^  in  the* 
opiniony  that  complete  justice  has  not  beea  done. 
But  in  a  case  whicfa^  has  depended'  so  long,  add 
is  of  such  a  notnre,  it  gi^^es^  nsc  the  greatest  un- 
eiffiinesa  to  come  to  this  comslusion,  and  sb%  I 
h&pe  the^  parties*  will  now  setcltf  it  by  agreement. 


FRE8EKT, 
LORDS  CHIEF  COMMISSIONER  AND  MACKENZIE. 


ANGUS'  Aiim  Cowan  t>.  Magisi?iiai^eii  o^  1827. 

EoiNBUltGH.  JllJ^ 

FiDding  that 

I  HIS  was  an  action  of  declarator  to  have  it   !!JJ^^^^"^ 

VOL,  IV.  z 


340 


CASES  TRIED  IN 


July  S3, 


Akoub,  &e.      found  that  the  pursuers  were  entitled  to  attend 
Magis.ofEdin.   the  flesh-market  of  Edinburgh,  and  that  the 

defenders  had  no  right  to  exact  more  custom 
than  in  a  table  published  by  them  in  1776. 


ndsed  the  rate  of 
custom  upon  un- 
freemen  fieshers 
attending  the 
maiket  of  the 
burgh. 


Defence. — The  market-place  was  altered  in 
I78S,  and  a  new  table  of  customs  became  ne- 
cessary, which  was  sanctioned  by  a  judgment  of 
the  Court  in  1783. 


it 

€i 
€i 
(C 

€t 
CC 
C< 
it 

(C 
« 
CC 

CC 


issue. 

^*  It  being  admitted,  that  the  pursuers  are 
unfreemen  fleshers  who  attend  the  flesh-mar- 
ket of  Edinburgh,  and  that  the  defenders  are 
magistrates  of  the  said  city,  and  are  entitled 
to  collect  the  customs  or  duties  payable  by 
butchers  attending  the  said  market : 
*\  It  being  also  admitted,  that  the  customs  or 
duties  levied  from  such  unfreemen  fleshers 
attending  the  said  market,  prior  to  the  year 
1782,  is  specified  in  the  table  No.  11  of  pro- 
cess: 

*'  It  being  also  admitted,  that  certain  altera- 
tions were  made  on  the  said  market-place  dur- 
ing the  said  year,  and  that  a  new  table  of 
customs,  being  No.  12  of  process,  was  issued 
by  the  magistrates  during  the  same  year : 
'^  Whether,  during  the  year  1 782,  or  subse- 
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"  quent  thereto,  the  magistrates  of  Edinburgh      Angus,  &c. 
**  have  unwarrantably  and  wrongfully  raised  the   Maois.ofEdik. 
"  rate  of  customs  or  duties  upon  the  unfreemen      ^-^"v-^-^ 
'*  fleshers  selling  meat  in  the  market  of  Edin- 
"  burgh,  and  to  what  extent  ?'* 

Forsyth  opened  the  case  for  the  pursuers, 
and  said.  The  questions  were,  whether  the  ma-  ^ 
gistrates  raised  the  customs  above  the  rates  prior 
to  1782— to  what  extent — and  was  it  done 
wrongfully  ?  Magistrates  are  bound  to  furnish 
a  market-place,  and  to  enlarge  it  when  neces- 
sary. Prior  to  1782  the  whole  rates  for  all 
kinds  of  meat  was  half  a  merk,  (6s.  8d.)  but 
by  various  subsequent  regulations  the  rate  is 
now  doubled.  For  these  regulations  there  was  stat  i54o. 
no  statutory  or  prescriptive  authority ;  and  the 
butchers  are  not  bound  to  pay  for  the  improve-' 
ments  the  magistrates  may  make;  but  if  the  de- 
fenders go  into  proof,  it  will  be  found  that  they 
are  greatly  overpaid  for  these  improvements. 

Before  the  case  was  opened,  Angus  was   The  fiither  of  an 
struck  out  as  a  pursuer  in  the  cause.    When  his   a  cause  an  in-"^ 
father  was  called  as  a  witness;  it  was  objected, 
that  the  son,  having  been  a  pursuer,  remained 
liable  for  expenses,  and  the  witness  was  not  re- 
ceived. 


competent  wit. 
ness. 
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AvQU8»  &c.  A  w^koeas.  hsYUig  stated  th^  he  paid  for  his 

Maois.of£dik.  stall  bj  the  week,  and  gofc  tu^  deduction  when 

^-^>^^^^  it  was  occupied  for  a  day  by  another  person^ 

it h^mpetent to  Hopd  SoL-Gcu^'^-rThiB  18  a dechffator of  ex- 

^tt^Tn^th?An-  actioHs  by  the  magislxates,  and  they  ape  only 

d!»»idem!efand  Kable  for  what  is  sanctioned  by  them,  not  for  ex- 

t^%h^^e  **ti<>os  by  the  tacksmaa.    If  the  practice  now 

isin&vour  of  gyiated  e^ifits^  we,  are  ans^ious  to  put  it  dowoL 

the  pursuer.  ^  . 

and  c|uite  ready  to.  let  the  staUs  daily; 

€ockbufm.-rrrntliis  may  be  leery  good  in  argi»- 
ment  to.  the*  juify  ^  hot  how  can  I  be  thua  ent 
short  in  my  eyidence  ?  The  ptti;sii^ra  conld  not 
tell  the  legal  right.  Thd  jliry  must  say  on  the 
whoje  evideiice>  whether  the  magistrates  cmU 
be  ignorant  of  it. 

Hoffe^  SoLfGen^-^Vfoof  of  the  authority  by 
the  magistrates  is  necefssairy  tp  maM>  this  evi- 
dc»Kre.  This:  is  surprise,  as  I  ana  net  prepaiml 
oa  any  exaetipn  beyondi  the  table  VfSS. 

LoBiD  €HipF  CoMMiasioN]i^.--^Tbe  admis-- 
sion  of  being  ready  to  let  them  daily  is  to  be 
taken.  whi»  it  isi  mMe,  and  it  renders  piroof  of 
the  matter  umiecessary. 

Th^  question  heve  is^  whethev  it  is.  neeessacy 
to  prave  that  the  magistvafisahad  autfaoirized  or 
confirmed  this,  act  of  the  tacksman^?  or  wAetheff; 
prima  facie,  it  is  to  be  presumed  that  he  is 
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their  ^ftgent,  atid  that  thi^  magistmtds  moist  fihoW      ^  ^<}ub,  &c. 

that  they  dis»towed  the  atet  ?  Whethw  the  pur^.   Magi8.  oVebin. 

sttera  miist  show  that  this  was  the  act  of  the  ma<>     ^^•^^"""^^ 

gistrat^^  or  that  the  magistmtes  ^ust  ishbw 

that  they  did  not  authoriee  it^  this  appears 

to  me  settled  by  the  a^isw^rs  to  the  cbndeaeend- 

enc^i  whith  goes  the  whole  extent  of  showing 

that  the  p^'imd  Jk^iw  case  is  in  favonr  of  the 

pursuer  $  and  th^  only  doubt  is,  whether  we  have 

not  all  the  fki^t  already  before  us  ? 

Loiin  MAOKSKaitB^^^^The  wly  doubt  I  had 
wa»^  whether  this  should  not  be  rejected  as  un- 
necessary ? 

A  person  hating  a  stall  in  the  market  waa  a  butcher  rent. 

Ill  •  i  •  1  1  <■       ">8  A  ^^^  ^  ^ 

oalied  as  a  witness,  bat  rejected  on  the  ground  markeupiaoe 

^  •**  uintm-  ***  incompetent 

Oi  interests  witness  to  prove 

Hcpe^  Sol.^Oen.  opened  for  the  defenders,  ^Im'hiS'bL 
and  said.  An  attempt  was  made  to  create  a  rnZ^mwCJ!^ 
prejudice  in  this  case )  and  it  is  assumed  that  the 
magistrates  have  no  right  to  these  duties,  and 
that  they  are  bound  to  furnish  stalls  without 
ohtd^ng  rent.  But  here  the  only  complaint  is 
of  an  increase  on  an  admitted  tables  There  is 
an  express  grant  of  custom,  and  there  is  a  right 
in  the  corporation  to  make  a  table  under  con- 
trol of  the  courb  of  law.      In  opposition  to 
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Angus,  &c.  this  a  Statute  is  referred  to ;  but  that  is  a  sta- 
Magis.opEdin.   tute  against  the  freemen,  not  the  corporation. 

^^^^^^"^^     This  case  would  have  been  simpler,  and  more 

in  terms  of  the  interlocutor  of  the  Court,  if  it 
had  been  sent  on  special  issues  of  fact  j  but  this 
issue  is  partly  law,  and  partly  fact.  *  Whether 
the  rates  were  unwarrantably  raised,  is  a  ques- 
tion  of  law  on  which  you  must  find  for  the  de- 
fenders ;  or,  if  you  doubt  on  the  subject,  you 
must  find  a  special  verdict.  The  right  to  exact 
custom  is  coeval  with  the  burgh ;  and  by  a  char- 
ter in  1603  a  right  to  exact  so  much  on  each 
beast  is  given,  and  a  separate  grant  of  stand- 
mail  or  rent,  and  the  old  table  was  framed  under 
this  charter.  By  another  charter  in  1636,  the 
duty  on  the  beasts  and  the  stand-mail  is  thrown 
into  one  sum,  and  so  much  is  paid  for  each  kind 
of  meat  sold.  The  table  was  questioned  in 
1782,  and  was  held  reasonable  by  the  Court ; 
and  the  only  rise  since  is  the  night  custom, 
which  was  only  exacted  when  the  butcher 
used  the  stall  in  the  night ;  and  the  letting 

Thomson  v.        Stalls  for  a  week  was  for  the  convenience  of  the 

B^»  e  •  25,     ))Q|^}j^Qj.g^     ^Q  magistrates  are  not  restrained 

by  statute  in  fixing  the  rates.    The  pursuers 

*  Several  unsaocessfiil  attempts  were  made  to  ftame  special 
issues^  but  the  Second  Division  of  the  Court  of  Session  became 
satisfied  that  a  general  issue  was  preferable. 
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have  not  proved  the  issue ;  and  there  ought  to      Angus^  &c. 
be  a  verdict  for  the  defenders,  or  a  special  ver«   Magis^ofEdik. 
diet. 


.  Lord  Chief  CoMMissiON£R.-^It  would  be   ip  « >p«ciai  ▼«. 

diet)  the  focts 

extremely  di£Scult  to  get  facts  so  definite  and   must  be  so  defi- 

•/»       «  «  1  •         /•        - 1       •  nite  And  codcIu* 

specinc  that  there  was  nothing  for  the  jury  to   sWe  that  nothing 

1    J     i*  a1-  is  to  be  condud- 

COnciUde  irom  tnem.  ed  from  them  by 

the  jury. 

Hope,  Sol.  Gen. — The  jury  might  find  the 
table  1 782,  and  the  charges  under  it  for  all 
kinds  of  meat,  then  whether  the  second  table 
was  enforced,  and  whether  the  rates  were 
raised  ? 

Moncreiff:,  D.  F.  in  reply,— When  the  ma- 
gistrates claim  an  unlimited  power  to  lay  on 
custom,  it  is  right  you  should  know  that  it  is 
the  public  who  pay  it  ^  and  it  is  of  consequence 
to  have  a  check  on  the  freemen  fleshers,  who 
pay  only  L.  3,  Ss«,  while  the  unfreemen  are 
charged  L.  26  a-year.  The  charter  gives  only 
a  right  to  the  customs  payable  at  the  time,  and 
to  make  a  table  in  the  manner  pointed  out  in 
the  charter,  but  it  omits  to  state  what  that  man- 
ner is.  We  say  the  authority  for  the  dd  cus- 
tom was  use  and  wont,  and  that  there  is  no  other 
right ;  and  I  was  surprised  at  the  argument  as 
to  stand-mail  and  rent,  as  this  is  solely  a  table 
of  "  customs.** 
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A>?Gus,  &c.  Those  wjbo  ptiid  thi^  highiBfit  r^t^  uii4?r  (be 

Magxs.ofEdin.   ol4  table  might  jsell  all  kind^  qf  jQOKeat ;  md  the 

magistrates  have  raised  this  rate.  The  sum  laid 
out  on  the  market-place,  and  the  additional  ac- 
commodation to  th^  flQsher«9  did  ^ot  warrant 
tki^  rm.  It  yvBfiiwt  peces^ary,  as  the  eakrg^d 
iparkpt  ^^abled  ^  grfi^ter  nupol^r  to  atAei»d« 
which  has  more  than  repaid  the  ^um> 

The  issue  is  proved  by  showing  the  night 
cuftpm — the  double  custom  for  the  9ame  sitaU — 
ipsi^ting  on  jstalls  b^ing  taken  for  a  week — 
makipg  the  butcher  pay  for  a  l^rge  craem  wh$n 
a  smaller  ^igbt  have  answered.  The  ri$p  is  pot 
warranted,  but  is  unreasonable  and  unju^stt  Jm 
P^coipk'3  K;as^,the  Court  was  misled  bya^tate* 
ff^nt  th^t  4s«  3d.  was  all  that  could  be  levied, 
inst;ead  of  lOst  44^^  the  pr^esent  rate.  Thom- 
siQn*^  case  wa3  reversed  on  appeal;  ^fxd  in 
Rdd  V.  Boyd,      Keid's  lA  ISIO,  it  JU5  39id  the  judgmeot  wa^ 

9pntrary  tp  the  reports  We  think  ppt.  If  you 
wept  ipto  the  particulars  of  the  evidence,  you 
wpuld  fipd  the  magistrates  had  paid  Lt  (i^OO 
jfor  thf  PPW  marli^etrplao^,  and  have  drawp 
I,.  5^,000 ! 


Dec.  6,  1810. 


X4)RP  Chibf  Cpi^wis^sioNEiu-^The  Ofwe  ha^ 
ppoppied  «o  much  tifl»^»  that  I  iihall  si^y  very 
little  befpw  cpming  to  the  gopsideratiop  pf  the 
issue  ;  but  it  is  necessary  to  know  something  of 


\ 
I 
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tbe  history  i)f  the  market  to  understand  the  Akgus^^c 
question.  The  market  prior  to  1782  was  in  had  Magis.  ofEdiw. 
order,  and  at  that  time  the  meat  was  exposed 
to  sale  on  boards;  after  this  sonie  of  the  butchers 
erected  ctaems  and  stands,  and  finaliy  stalls  were 
introduced^  In  the  present  market  there  are 
twenty-sb^  stalls  and  fifty-one  craems. 

The  single  question  for  you  to  try  is  the  is- 
sue }  and  the  object  of  trying  it  is  to  convey  in- 
formation to  the  Court  of  Session  by  your  ver- 
dict, to  enable  them  to  pronouDce  judgment  in 
the  declarator ;  and  this  otject  will  be  attained 
by  y  wr  findiog  for  the  pursuer  or  defender.  If 
there  is  any  error  Iq  the  statement  by  the  Court 
there  is  a  means  of  redress* 

You  will  attend  to  the  admissions;  and  the 
tables  of  cn^ma  prior  and  sdbsequent  to  1782 
will  be  put  into  your  hands,  as  the  case  turns 
essentially  on  the  comparison  of  them*  The 
pursuers  admit  that  the  first  table  has  existed 
past  memory  of  man,  but  dispute  the  right  to 
make  the  othen  The  defenders  say  it  was 
such  a  table  as  they  were  entitled  to  make,  and 
that  it  is  not  proved  that  it  was  wrongfully 
made.  The  pursuers  admit  the  first  table  for 
the  purpose  of  comparing  it  with  the  second; 
but  it  is  difficult  to  make  the  comparison  so  as 
to  come  to  a  clear  conclusion  on  this  part  of  the 
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Angus,  &c      case.     Putting  the  amount  out  of  view,  the  ma- 
Magi8.ofEdin.   gistrates  had  a  right  by  their  charter  to  make  a 

table  of  dues,  provided  these  were  legal  dues. 
The  defenders  having  this  right,  the  question  is 
put,  whether  they  wrongfully  exercised  it  ?  The 
former  dues  were  collected  by  a  taUe,  and  the 
right  of  the  magistrates  to  make  a  new  table  is 
undoubted ;  but  it  is  a  very  different  question, 
whether,  by  the  table  thus  to  be  made,  they 
could  raise  the  dues  ?  If,  from  a  change  of  cir- 
cumstances, it  became  necessary  to  collect  the 
same  dues  in  a  different  form,  this  they  had 
power  to  do ;  but  there  is  no  statutory  authority, 
or  evidence  of  immemorial  usage  for  fixing  new 
and  higher  rates  or  dues.  The  right  given  by 
the  charter  is  merely  to  make  a  new  table.  We 
must  therefore  consider  the  amount  of  the  dues, 
as  proved  in  this  case. 

Prior  to  1782  the  old  table  was  used ;  but  in 
that  year  an  alteration  of  the  market  was  made, 
and  a  new  table  became  necessary.  It  is  said  by 
this  change  in  the  table  a  profit  has  been  made  i 
but  if  that  was  a  legal  profit,  it  is  of  no  conse- 
quence in  this  case ;— if  it  was  illegal,  there  must 
be  a  verdict  for  the  pursuers.  It  is  admitted  that 
night  custom  was  not  in  the  old  table ;  but  this 
is  defended  as  a  payment  by  agreement  for  an 
accommodation  which  the  butchers  did  not  fqr* 
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merly  enjoy;  if  you  are  of  opinion  that  it  is      Anaus,  &c* 
paid  by  agreement,,  you  cannot,  on  this  point,    maois.ofEdik. 
find  for  the  pursuers. 

The  new  table  differs  from  the  old  ;  and  it  is 
said  that  the  old  would  not  apply  to  the  new  ac- 
commodation, as  the  stalls  and  new  craems  are 
larger  and  more  commodious  than  the  old. 
This  alteration,  however,  does  not  give  the  de« 
fenders  a  right  to  impose  a  higher  duty  ;  it  only 
gives  them  a  right  to  impose  the  taxation  in  a 
different  form  ;  and  the  question  is,  whether;  by 
altering  the  form,  they  have  increased  the  duty  ? 
Now,  a  butcher  takes  a  stall  and  sells  ail  kind  of 
meat;  formerly  each  kind  of  meat  had  a  separate 
charge.  The  defenders  contend,  that  formerly 
the  duty  of  each  kind  of  meat  sold  on  the  same 
board,  on  the  same  day,  must  be  paid.  The 
pursuers,  on  the  other  hand,  aver,  that,  if  a. but* 
cher  paid  for  a  beef  board,  which  was  the  highest, 
he  might  sell  on  it  all  the  other  sorts  of  meat. 
If  this  is  the  case,  the  rise  is  easily  ascertained, 
as  you  have  only  to  compare  20d.,  the  former 
dues  on  a  beef  board,  with  10s.,  the  present 
dues  on  a  stand.  It  appeared  to  me,  that,  ac- 
cording to  the  regulation  prior  to  178S,  and  to 
the  evidence,  a  person  who  took  a  beef  board  was 
also  entitled  to  sell  other  kinds  of  meat ;  and 
if  this  is  correct,  then  the  case  of  the  defenders 
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Ahqv,  &c      fi|]Is  from  under  them.     But  if  you  are  of  opi* 
Magi!i.of£din.   nion  that  the  magistrates  were  entitled  to  accu- 
mulate the  whole  dues  under  the  old  table,  then 
it  does  not  appear  to  me  that  they  were  not  en- 
titled to  alter  the  form  of  the  table. 

A  minor  point  is  letting  the  stalls  by  the 
wedc.  This  I  consider  an  agreement;  and 
though  the  tacksman,  when  the  butcher  was  ab- 
sent, may  have  let  them  to  another  for  the  day, 
and  thus  collected  more  money,  this  was  not  lais^ 
ing  the  duty  on  any  individual. 

You  will,  therefore,  compare  the  td>loi,  and 
consider  the  alteration  on  the  market ;  and  if 
on  the  evidence  you  think  the  magistmtes 
were  ^titled  to  accamulate  the  whole  duties, 
vou  will  compare  this  accumulation  with  the 
new  table,  and  say  whether  the  duty  is  raised* 
If  they  were  not  entitled  to  accumulate  them, 
there  can  be  no  doubt* 

On  the  whole,  as  there  is  no  statutory  autho- 
rity for  raising  the  dues,  nor  any  proof  of  im- 
memorial usa^  to  collect  them^  if  you  think 
the  magistrates  have  raised  them,  you  must  find 
for  the  pursuers. 

It  is  not  absolutely  essential  to  find  the  ex^ 
tent  of  the  rise  ;  but  if  you  find  for  the  pursu^- 
ers,  and  have  grounds  on  which  to  ascertain  it, 
you  may  mention  the  extent. 
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Verdiict^Fmding^  t&at  the  dims:  are  raised,     dcAxxcr^  ^c^ 
but  thai;  the  jury  could  not  fix  the  amsount*  Pyb£r,  &c« 

A  biU  of  exceptibne  was  tecdiered,  to  the  di- 
rection, that  it  required  a  statute  or  immemorial 
usage  to  sanction  the  magistrates  in  drawing  the 
custom  levied  under  the  new  table.  But  the 
exception  was  disallowed  by  the  Seccmd  Divi- 
aiooi.  of  the  Count  o£  Sesinon. 

'  MoncreiS^,  D.  F.,  Forsyth^  Cockbmn,  tnd  Currie,  f«;  *h«> 

Pursuers. 
Hope,  (SoL^Gen,,)  L'Jmy,  and  Robertson,  for  the  Defenders. 

(Agents^  Gihton-Craigf  ^  Wardkiw,  w.  s.  axtdf  Macrttehiey  Btigky 


FilESii^S, 


Chatto  ani>  Co^  ».  PypBR  an©  Got  1827. 

July  24. 

Tms  was  an  action  to  recover  L*  185^  S»i  9d.,  Finding  for  the 

fche  sum  contained  in  letters  of  caption,  deKrer^  S'^'co*^chon*a 

ed  to  the  defenders  in  a  parcel  to  be  ftransmi*-  g^e^'t'ron^^ 

teA  tO>  Gla^OW.  ^a^«d  to  deUver^ 

^  a  parceL 

]DsFfiif€Es.->— The  pavcel  was  deSvered  in 
Glasgow^.  No  money  could  have  been  reeovered 
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Chatto,  &c     under  the  caption.     The  defenders  have  by  ad- 
PypebJ  &c.       vertisements  limited  their  responsibility  to  L.  5  ; 

and  are  not  liable  for  papers;  and  this  was 
known  to  the  agents  who  delivered  the  parcel 
to  the  defenders. 

ISSUES. 

"  Whether,  on  or  about  the  19th  day  of 
**  September  1825,  the  pursuers  delivered  a 
*'  parcel,  containing  letters  of  homing  and  cap- 
<<  tion  for  an  alleged  debt  of  L.  135,  2s.  Qd., 
'^  or  caused  the  same  to  be  delivered  at  the 
*'  mail  coach-office  in  Edinburgh  :  And  whe- 
^^  ther  the  defenders  promised,  agreed,  or  un- 
'*  dertook  to  deliver  the  said  parcel  to  Edward 
**  Railton,  agent,  Glasgow,  and  failed  to  per- 
<'  form  the  said  promise,  agreement,  or  under- 
*^  taking,  to  the  loss,  injury,  and  damage  of  the 
"  pursuers  ?" 


More  opened  for  the  pursuers,  and  said. 
The  case  is  simple.  The  parcel  was  booked  at 
the  office  of  the  defenders,  and  was  not  deli- 
vered. We  shall  show  that  money  might  have 
been  recovered  if  the  caption  had  arrived.  The 
notice  of  the  restriction  to  L.5  was  not  known 
to  the  agent.  The  law  is  more  severe  in  Eng- 
land than  here  ;  but  our  law  holds  coach  pro- 
prietors liable  for  neglect  or  misconduct. 
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Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — The  notice  Chatto,&c 

protects  the  carrier  wlien  the  knowledge  of  it  Fypeb^  &e. 

is  brought  home  to  the  party,  but  will  not  pro-  Noti^TbyTw- 

tect  him   against  misfeasance.      The  carrier  huik^t^must 

may  put  in  the  notice,  but  he  must  also  prove  be  proved  to  have 

•^   *  ^    '  been  known  to 

that  it  was  known  :  and  even  then  he  is  liable   *be  pursuer  in 

,  order  to  protect 

for  negligence  or  misfeasance.     The  question   the  carrier. 
of  negligence  is  a  question  of  fact.     When  the 
law  and  fact  are  mixed,  it  is  necessary  to  state 
shortly  the  points  to  the  jury  ;  but  all  details 
of  argument  are  reserved  for  after  discussion. 

More. — I  shall  adopt  this  course  ;  but  it  is 
necessary  to  state  some  of  the  cases  which  have 
occurred.     A  coach  contractor  has  been  held   Bain  v.  Brown,  &c 
liable  for  sending  by  a  heavy  coach  instead  of 
the  mail. 

Lord  Chief   Commissioner.— That  was 
breach  of  contract. 

More. — On  the  amount  of  loss,  we  hold 
them  clearly  liable  for  the  debt. 

Before  leading  evidence,  it  was  admitted 
that  the  parcel  was  delivered  at  the  office,  but 
the  contents  were  not  admitted*  When  a  cap- 
tion issued  on  the  loss  of  the  other  was  pro- 
duced, it  was  objected,  that,  being  at  the  in- 
stance of  a  foreign  company,  and  there  being  no 
mandate,  it  was  null. 


Dec.  4,  1824. 
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Cbatto,  &c. 

V, 

Ineompetent  to 
ask  a  witness 
whether  he  be- 
Ifered  that  two 
individuals  were 
in  partnership. 


A  question  was  raised^  whether  the  agent  in 
Glasgow  to  whom  the  pared  was  sent,  and  a 
messenger  therei  were  in  partnership  ?  and  one 
of  the  clerks  of  the  agent  was  adied,  whether  be 
believed  them  to  be  partners  ? 

Lord  Chieb  Commi8Sxonbr.~-I  do  nos 
think  this  competent*  You  may  proye  acting 
as  a  partner,  but  not  belief* 


Before  deciding 
whether  an  al- 
leged partner  of 
the  pursuer  is  a 
competent  wit- 
ness, the  fact  of 
the  relation  in 
which  he  stands 
to  the  pursuer 
must  he  proved 
by  initial  ques- 
tions. 


When  the  messenger  was  caDed,  the 
tioH'  of  partnership  wa9  stated^  but  afteirwavde 
given  vffy  on  learning  the  limited  nature  of  the 
questions  proposed. 

LoRP  CBiEr  Caamvssieumvu — If  die  obu 
jection  i»  persisted  in,  make  out  hf  initial  (|Im»« 
tions  that  he  is  a  partner,  and  we  shall  then 
consider  the-  objectiom  I  shoidd  be  sorry  to 
clog  such  a  case  with  any  irrelevaot  matter^ 

Cockburn  opened  for  the  defender;,  ad  said. 
The  fact  here  is  simple  ;  but  there  are  several 
pohits  of  lao^'  of  which  you^  tlu^  jury;  are  bound 
to  be  ignKTant.  Any  statement  o£  tdie  dSsmrage 
to  the  puftlic,  from^  allowing  the  pve^etors:  to 
limit  their  responsibility  by  a^  ootie^  i&  low: 
The  defenders  admit  that  they  got  the  pao^se^ 
and  are  civilly  responnble  for  it ;  but  nothing 
was  said  of  its  value  ;  andC  as  the  persons  who 
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sent  it  kxxfm  ^f  the  not]C0,  wonld  you,  in  Ijij^e     Chatto,  &c. 
ciiicunusitanoes,  hold  th»m  Uable  if  it,goQj^i^ed»      Pyper,  &c. 
1u  100,000  ?     The  person  to  whQsi  it  ^^svod-       ^'^''^'^'^ 
dresaed  4id  not  aUow  his  parcel^rto  b^  delivereid 
9t  his  officei^  but  smt  for  them  i  apd  (^19  p.ar/p^ 
was  delivered  to  one  of  his  clerks    We  shall 
pBosve  that  after  it  wa»  executed  it  ivas  burnt  by 
the  mc^seiiBei^  ib  pcesenee  of  Ahq  cJerJksof  the 
BJgent  iw  Ghsg&WM 

But  ^even  if  you  are  of  .of^imou  that  it  was 
Bot  delivered,  the  Court  must  xlireet  yom  not 
to  find  damages,  as  it  was  suggested  that. a  new 
caption  should  he  sent,  and  if  it  had  been  sent, 
the  debtor  would  haive  paid.  Nothing  cpuld  Kyd  *'.  Ferguaoo. 
have  been  legally  taken  under  the  original  cap-  4.  Sh.  and  Dun| 
tion,  as  there  was  no  niandate* 
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Evidence  was  then  called  for  tke  de&nder^».  fividence  admit- 
and  the  clerlssof  the  ageyb  i&  Glasgow  shown   and  a  messenger' 
to  the  witneissas,  that  they  might;  statesto  which   afic^dili  T^p. 
of  them  (jne  parcel  was  delivieF^,  and  which  of  ^"recdvJd^a" 
Aem  were  presenti  at  the  time  it  was  said  to   '^^^^^^' 
have  been  burnt.    At  the  cloaeof  the  evidence 
Mr  Jeffirey  stated,  that  the  evidence  as  ta  the 
destruction  of  the  cc^tion  was  ooim^ete  ^sm- 
pnse,  for  wluoh  he  was  not  {^lepemred ;;  but ih^ 
so  far  as  he  bad  evidence^  hei- wished  to  call  it 
in  replication* 

Lord  Chief  CoMMissioNER.^rrUniess  Mf 

VOL.  IV.  A  a 
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Chatto,  &c  Cockbum  has  anything  to  state  in  answer^  this 
Fyp£b,  &e.  does  appear  to  us  surprise.  I  am  not  sure, 
*^  however,  that  in  this  case  we  can  take  this  fact 
in  any  other  point  of  view  than  as  evidence 
brought  to  induce  the  jury  to  believe,  and  the 
Court  to  state  to  them,  that  the  parcel  was  de- 
livered. Whether  this  evidence  was  expected 
or  not,  what  you  offer  is  highly  proper,  as  it  is 
with  a  view  to  discredit  their  witnesses,  which 
is  quite  competent.  When  this  is  done,  the 
counsel  for  the  defenders  will  observe  on  the 
evidence  now  to  be  brought  as  affecting  the  cre- 
dit of  the  witnesses  ;  and  then  the  counsel  for 
the  pursuer  will  reply  on  the  whole  case. 

The  clerks  who  had  been  formerly  examin- 
ed,  having  been  reinclosed,  were  called  and 
again  sworn  and  examined. 

When  the  messenger  was  called, 

Cockbum  again  objected, — He  is  partner  of 
the  Glasgow  agent ;  and  if  the  parcel  was  de- 
stroyed by  him,  or  those  in  his  office,  he  is 
liable  in  an  action. 

Jeffrey. — The  agent  has  a  share  in  the  mes- 
senger business,  but  the  messenger  has  no 
share  in  the  agency.  Saying  it  was  destroyed 
by  his  clerks  assumes  the  fact  to  be  proved. 
His  interest,  if  he  has  any,  is  remote,  and  not 
in  this  cause. 
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Lord  Chief  Commissioner.*— Being  liable 
in  an  action  does  not  disqualify  a  witness,  un* 
less  the  verdict  in  the  depending  cause  can  be 
used  against  him.  It  has  been  frequently  de- 
cided that  this  objection  may  affect  his  credits 
but  does  not  exclude  him.  In  this  case  he 
stands  in  a  very  peculiar  situation,  and  in  a 
state  at  least  of  great  civil  responsibility  ;  and 
I  shall  think  it  right  to  warn  him,  that  he  may 
decline  answering  the  questions. 


Chatto,  Set. 


v« 


Pyper,  &C. 


After  the  witness  was  examined, 

Ck>ckburn*--^hy  the  necessary  and  expedient 
forms  of  Court,  I  am  only  entitled  to  observe 
on  the  evidence  of  the  witnesses  last  called ; 
but  if  you  do. not  believe  the  natural  story  told 
by  our  disinterested  witnesses,  you  stamp  them 
with  perjury  ;  and,  on  the  other  side,  you  have 
only  the  messenger  and  his  concurrents  (doming 
to  white-wash  themselves. 

Jeffrey  J  in  reply. — This  is  a  most  extraordi- 
nary case;  but  before  goipg  into  it,  I  must  say 
the  plea  as  to  the  nullity  of  the  caption  is  sur*^ 
prise,  not  being  in  the  pleas  in  law ;  but  the 
objection  is  without  foundation. 

The  knowledfi:e  of  the  notice  limiting  the   Thomson  <m 

^-  .  °  Bills  of  Ex. 

responsibility  to  Li.  5  has  not  been  brought   aisandau. 
home  to  this  party,  and  does  not  apply  to  this 
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Ch  ATTo,  &c.     case,  which  is  one  of  negligence  or  misfe&CMtnce ; 

Fytek,  &c;      and  if  either  of  these  is  proved,  we  have  a  clear 

right  to  the  debt  in  the  caption. 

The  question  here  is.  Whether  there  was  a 
wrongful  delivery,  or  whether  it  was  d^Kvei*ed 
to  a  person  accredited  by  the  agent  ?  ill  sup- 
port  of  this  last  alternative,  evidence  has  been 
brought  of  its  delivery  and  destnidson  by  the 
messenger.  Is  it  to  be  believed  diait  a  messen* 
ger  and  the  clerks  of  the  agent  wonh),  without 
any  motive,  concur  in  a  criminal  fraud  to  destroy 
their  master's  business,  and  come  forward  to- 
day by  perjury  to  stamp  themselves  with  in- 
famy ?  On  the  other  side,  it  iS'  possible  there 
might  be  mistake  as  to  the  individual  who  re- 
ceived the  parcel,  but  on  ours  it  can  only  be 
deliberate  perjury. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner.-— This  t^iase 
presents  features  which  must  excite  interest  in 
the  minds  of  those  who  are  to  decide  on  the 
facts.  There  are  also  other  questiom  which 
can  only  be  got  at  by  your  deciding  the  fact. 

It  is  said  the  puUic  have  a  great  interest  in 
this  case.  The  individuals  concerned  in  it  are 
^eatly  interested,  and .  the  public,  in  so  far  as 
the  law  on  the  subject  has  tot  been  so  cleariy 
brought  out  here  as  in  £nglMid. 
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With  respect  to  this  being  a  caption  at  the      Chatto,  &c 
instance  of  foreigners  without  a  mandate,  you      Ptper,  &c 
may  throw  that  out  of  view,  and  come  to  the        -^"^^^^^ 
consideration  of  the  fact.    The  objection  is  one 
which  would  have  been  proper  for  considera- 
tion before  the  case  came '  here  ;  and  had  it 
be^n  stated  when  the  issue  was  preparing,  would 
bi^ve  bisen  a  ground  for  sending  back  the  case 
to  the  Court  of  Session.     I  therefore  state  to 
you,  that  you  are  to  consider  the  case  as  if  no 
such  formal  objection  had  been  made; 

The  issue  consists  of  three  sentences,  and  the 
two  first  are  solved  by  admission  and  proof;  and 
the  question  comes,  what  was  the  dtity  of  the 
proprietors  of  the  carriage,  having  got  a  parcel  to 
deliver  ?  It  was  the  duty  and  the  practice  of  th  e 
defenders  to  deliver  the  parcels  safe  to  the  per- 
sons to  whom  they  are  addressed ;  and  the  ques- 
tion is,  whether  they  have  failed?  If  they  have, 
the  pursuer  has  made  out  his  title  to  damages; 
but  if  nj9t,  yoa  must  fmd  &r  the  defenders.  The 
solution  of  this  is  to  he  drawn  from  the  evidence ; 
^nd  if  you  find  for  the  pursuer,  you  must  then 
consider  the  damages: 

As  to  the  notice  limiting  the  responsibility,  it 
is  not  only  necessary  that  notice  be  given  by  the 
proprietors  of  the  vehicle,  but  it  must  be  known 
to  the  other  party.     Tfae^  notice  by  the  proprie- 
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Chatto,  &e.  tors  is  made  out ;  and  as  this  parcel  contained 
Fyper,  &c.  papers,  it  came  within  the  exception  in  the  no- 
tice \  the  question,  therefore,  is,  whether  it  was 
known  to  the  persons  sending  the  parcel  ?  and 
if  from  the  evidence  you  are  satisfied  that  it  was 
not,  then  it  forms  no  bar  to  your  finding  for  the 
pursuer.  You  will  on  this  point  come  prepared 
to  say,  whether  it  is  on  this  ground  your  verdict 
r^sts,  that  the  subject  may  be  agitated  else- 
where. 

But  the  question  of  delivery  or  not  is  the 
most  important ;  and  if  you  are  of  opinion  that 
the  parcel  was  delivered,  then  you  will  find  for 
the  defenders.  On  this  I  would  state  it,  first, 
as  a  case  of  what  I  shall  term  constructive  de- 
livery ;  and  secondly,  as  one  of  actual  delivery; 
and  on  this  last  it  is  most  important  to  consider 
the  evidence. 

On  the  first,  the  evidence  shows  that  the 
agent  in  Glasgow  was  in  the  habit  of  sending 
for  parcels,  and  that  he  did  not  send  any  writ- 
ten authority,  or  even  make  any  formal  intro- 
duction of  his  clerks  to  the  persons  at  th^  oflSce, 
but  that  one  or  other  of  them  went  for  the  par- 
oels.  The  question  is  then  put  by  the  defend- 
ers, whether,  in  these  circumstances,  if  they  de- 
livered the  parcel  to  a  well-dressed,  and  appa- 
rently well-behaved  person,  they  are  to  remain 
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liable,  as  they  would  have  done  had  they,  in  Chatto,  &c. 
the  ordinary  case,  failed  to  deliver  it  at  a  house.  Fyper^  &e. 
They  say,  and  with  some  reason,  that  delivery 
to  the  person  sent  is  delivery  to  the  party ;  and 
the  question  is,  whether  delivery  to  such  a  per- 
son as  those  sent  by  the  party  is  delivery  ?  It 
is  a  nice  point  to  say  that  a  public  carrier  shall 
be  liable  for  the  variety  of  persons  sent,  and 
that  the  other  party  shall  be  free.  It  is  im» 
portant  to  consider  this  part  of  the  evidence 
well,  and  it  is  for  the  jury,  not  the  Court*  In 
this  case,  the  practice  of  sending  by  the  pursuer 
is  proved.  The  book  and  witnesses  prove  the 
delivery  out ;  and  there  is  no  evidence  that  it 
was  a  thief,  or  person  of  shabby  appearance  who 
got  this  parcel.  You  are  therefore  to  consider 
whether,  this  being  the  common  way  of  delivery 
to  this  person,  it  is  the  same  as  delivery  at  hia 
house. 

.  The  next  part  of  the  case  bears  materially  on 
this,  and  in  it  the  burden  of  proof  lies  on  the 
defenders.  This  is  the  attempt  toprove  ac- 
tual delivery,  and  is  matter  entirely  for  you,  the 
jury,  on  the  evidence,  and  you  will  observe, 
that,  though  there  is  uncertainty  among  the  wit- 
nesses as  to  the  individual  to  whom  the  parcel 
was.  deliv^r^d,  it  is  not  uncommon  to  forget 
faces. 


1 
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Chatto^&c.        This^palt  of  tbe  case  seemed  clear  for  the 
Pyper,  &c.      ptir8u6r&,  till  the  extraordinary,  case  was  brought 

^rward  on  the  part  of  the  defenders^  If  you 
telieve  his  witnesses,  you  must  hold  that  the 
parcel  was  delivered ;  that  it  mi  as  in  the  bands 
df,  and  was  executed  by  the  messengeri  and 
that  he  afterwards  allowed  it  to  be  destroyed. 
It  is  very  singular  that  this  evidence  should 
net  have  been  known  till  the  very  day  on  which 
this  ease  would  have  been  tried,  but  for  an  ar^ 
rangement' delaying  it  till  this  day. 

I  shall  not  say  any  thing  on  the  veracity  of 
the  witnesses  on  either  side,  till  your  verdict  is 
returned,  ds  the  case  should  g^  pure  to  you ; 
but  yeu  will  consider  th^^manner  in  which  the 
evidence  was  given,  and  the  witUMses  for  the 
defenders  being  mistaken  as  to  the  individual 
eWk.  You  will  also  consider  the  conduct  of 
the  witnesses  for  the  pursuer.  To  me  theyi)^ 
p^ar^d  open,  to  flipe^  to  the  point,  and  at  once ; 
and  the  one  whom  I  warned  did  not  take  any  be- 
nefit of  the  pfotecticm  which  wias  oflfert^^hfan ; 
but  it  is  for  you  to  decide. 

If  on  this  ^rt  of  the  ease  ^u^b^Ueve  the 
witnesses  for  i^e  purstifer,  there  is  ati^^nd  ofao- 
tual  delivery ;  but  istill  ^the  question  'i«i(iid»si» 
what  I  have  called  constructive  ^dtttti^ry,  mA 
on  the  notice.     If,  on  the  whole,  you  find  ^or 
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tbe  pursuer,  you  must  then  assess  the  damages,      Chatto^&c. 
which  are  clear ;  on  this  you  must  go  to  the  full      Pypeb,  &e» 
amount  claimed,  as  I  am  not  prepared  to  tell 
you  that  this  was  a  null  caption. 

The  great  question  is,  whether,  in  the  cir- 
cumstances of  this  case,  delivery  to  a  wrong 
person  is  a  misfeasance  ?  for  if  that  is  made  out 
it  defeats  the  notice. 

If  I  authorize  an  individual  to  go  to  a  coach- 
(Mce^  and  the  persons  there  know  that  indivi- 
dual, and  deliver  my  parcel  to  another,  that  is  a 
misfeasance ;  but  the  question  here  is,  whether, 
if  a  person  different  from  five  individuals,  comes 
for  a  parcel  to  the  office,  the  clerk  there  was 
bound  to  refuse  delivery,  and  say  you  are  not 
one  of  the  five  who  occasionally  come.  If,  from 
the  circumstances,  you  think  he  might  deliver 
to.  any  one  who  was  well  dressed,  and  l;ia4  t^o. 
af»pearanoe  of  a  clerk,  then  there  was  no  mis«- 
feflfiacM^  and  you  will  find  for  the  danders* 

Verdict--*For  the  defenders. 


cj}pffrfigf , and  More,  Sot  tbe  Pursiyer. 
Cockbum,  Cuninghame,  and  Bain,  for  the  Defenders. 
(Agente,  Campbell  and  :Ma^A^  w.  s.  and  James  Oreig^w.  s*) 
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Finding  that  a 
road  was  a  public 
road  falling  un- 
der the  manage- 
ment of  certain 
trustees. 


Wilson  v.  Jamieson. 

This  was  an  advocation  of  a  question,  brought 
before  the  Justices  of  Peace  for  the  county  of 
Ayr,  as  to  an  encroachment  by  a  fence  on  a 
road. 


« 


ISSUE. 

**  It  being  admitted  that  the  pursuer  is  tenant 
of  the  farm  of  Taerlaw,  in  the  district  of  Car- 
rick,  in  the  county  of  Ayr,  and  that  the  de* 
fender  is  clerk  to  the  road-trustees  of  the 
said  district  of  the  said  county,  appointed  by 
the  act  45  Geo.  III.  c. 
**  It  being  also  admitted,  that,  on  the  29th 
day  of  November  1 8S0,  the  defender  present- 
ed a  petition  to  the  Justices  of  Peace  for  the 
said  county,  complaining  of  certain  operations 
performed  by  the  pursuer  on  the  said  farm, 
as  injurious  to  the  road  leading  from  Taerlaw 
Bridge  to  Knockdon,  in  the  said  county,  and 
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*^  that  the  said  operations  were  completed  more      Wilson 
•*  than  six  months  prior  to  the  said  29th  day  of     Jamimon. 
"  Novemben  --'■v^ 

^'  Whether  the  said  alleged  road  is  not  a  pub* 
<*  lie  road,  falling  under  the  management  of  the 
**  said  trustees  ?" 

Wilson  opened  the  case  for  the  pursuer,  and 
described  the  road  in  dispute,  and  said, — This 
must  be  held  a  private  road,  as  it  does  not  con- 
nect one  public  road  with  another.  g.  Hut  Jmt  ^ 

Cockbum  said.  The  defenders  have  only  an   ^'  ^^^"^ 

'  ^*  !•  7)  9  10.— 

interest  for  the  public.    The  pursuer  has  failed   ^  ^^  "'•  «• 
to  prove  this  private ;  and  having  been  used  for 
a  length  of  time  by  the  public,  it  is  a  public 
road.     Statute  labour  has  been  applied  to  it. 

An  objection  was  taken  to  the  first  witness   The  nster  ©fa  no- 
called  for  the  defenders,  that  she  was  sister  to   S^*,SSrfi 
one  of  the  petitioners  in  the  original  cause ;  but   •  ^»toe» 
the  objection  was  repelled,  it  being  ascertained 
that  the  question  was  truly  between  the  road- 
trustees  and  the  pursuer. 

When  one  of  the  tenants  who  used  the  road  a  tenant  unng 

was  called,  it  was  objected, — He  is  a  party,  and  a  witness  to  proyo 

has  an  interest  to  prove  this  a  public  road,  as  sta-  *'  *  ^"**^  "*^ 
tute  labour  will  then  be  a[^ied  to  it. 
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Wilson  Lord  Gxllies.t^I  do  not  thiok  the  objec- 

Jauieson.    tion  good.     If  a  road  is  useful  to  half  a  do^en 

^^^^^'^'^     tenants,  and  one  of  them  shuts  it  up,  are  the 

others  disqualified  as  witnesses  ?    They  may  no 

doubt  be  interested,  as  every  person  is  interest* 

ed  in  a  public  road.     I  repel  the  olgePtioQ. 

Minutes  of  road        An  objection  wfts  Ukw  to  the  minutes  of  the 

trustees  for  one 

district  of  a  coun-   trustces  in  the  parish  .where  the  road  was  situate, 

ty,  4ield  tobein  -.  ,  _  ,..  ,-, 

the  possession  of  that  they  had  not  been  produced  m  time.     To 
the  coMtyf  °'     which  it  was  answered^  that  they  were  not  in  the 

custody  of  the  defenders,  who  were  the  trustees 
for  the  county. 

Lord  Gillies.— I  must  hold  this  to  have 
been  in  the  custody  of  the  defenders ;  for  though 
the  clerk  may  not  be  paid  from  the  general  fundst 
he  is  still  under  the  general  body  of  trustees. 

Rutherford  ixL  reply,---^Tbe  question  is  not 
that. stated  on  the  other  side,  as  we  a^mit  th^t 
the  road  must  be  kept  open  £pr  these  fiurn^s; 
but  the  question  is,  whether  it  is  a  public  road 
falling  under  the  maiu^fjinent  of  the  trustees  ? 
They  think  that  by  proving  the  two  ends  of  the 
road  they  prove  the  whole. 

Lord  Gillucs. — ^Our  duty  is  to. divest  our- 
selves of  tke  view  t^n  of  the  case  b]r>couQ8el. 


_ 
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It  is  your  doty  to  judgi^,  and  mine  to  aiSBist  you     Wilson 
in  considering  the  question  in  the  issue ;  and  if     Jamifson. 
has  been  truly  said,  that  the  second  part  of  the 
isi^eTd^nds  on  the  firsts  whether  this  is  a  pub- 
lie  i^ad  ?   A  vmd  may  be  private,  and  the  pm- 
perty  of  the  landlord,  such  as  the  approach  to  a 
house ;  or  it  may  be  a  servitude  road,  common  to 
one  or  more  fanns  on  another  property^  and  in 
that  ease  it  is  the  landlord  and  tenants  of  thesie 
fbim^  who  alone  have  ri^t  to  use  it.     The 
road  in  question  is  not  said  to  be  a  private,  but 
a  servitude  road,  and  one  waty  to  prove  this  is 
to  show  that  it  was  only  used  by  these  farms ; 
but  the  pursuer  has  not  brought  the  ordinary 
evidence  to  prove  that  the  use  was  confined  to 
these  farms,  and  that  it  was  not  used  by  the 
public.     The  evidence  he  has  brought  is,  that 
this  was  a  bad  road,  and  that  the  formed  road 
ceased  at  a  particular  farm.     When  that  is  the 
case,  a  road  may  either  cease  entirely,  or  it  may 
terminate  in  an  open  moor,  where  it  is.not  mark- 
ed by  a  track.     The  facts  rested  on  are,  that 
there  is  no  formed  track ;  that  it  is  not  a  com- 
munication from  one  town  to  another ;  and  that 
there  are  gates  upon  it;  but  it  is  notorious,  that, 
both  ilk  this  coutttry,  and  in  others,  there  are 
roads  which  afe  interrupted  %  wa^s,  4tid4;fatlt 
there  are  gates  on  tnanyptiblic  roads. 
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On  the  other  side^  the  evidence  is,  that  this 
road  was  used  by  the  public  without  any  one 
being  stopped ;  that  it  was  used  as  a  church  road ; 
that  it  was  repaired  by  the  public  ;  and,  if  this 
had  been  done  at  a  remote  period,  it  would  have 
been  conclusive.  You  will  consider  the  evi- 
dence as  to  the  repair  of  the  road  ;  and  the  per- 
son who  made  the  statement  being  dead,  it  is 
my  duty  to  tell  you  that  the  witness's  report  of 
what  he  said  is  evidence  by  the  law  of  Scotland. 


Verdict — For  the  defender. 

Rutherford  and  Wilson,  for  the  Pursuer. 
Cuckburn  and  Cowan,  for  the  Defender. 
(Agents,  WiWam  Mercer^  w.  s.,  Donaldson  and  Ramtay^  w.  s.) 
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Sept  22. 

One  thflling  da- 
ini^s  found  for 
using  anirregu* 
lar  warrant. 


QUIGLBT  V.  ReID. 

An  action  of  damages  for  executing  an  irre- 
gular justice  of  peace  warrant,  and  for  using 
arrestment  to  an  excessive  amount. 
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.Defence. — llie  defender  is  not  responsible      Quiolet 
(or  any  irregularity^  as^the  warrant  was  in  the        reio. 
form  used  in  the  district  of  the  county. 

ISSUE. 

The  issue  contained  an  admission  that  the 
debt  of  L.  2,  12s.  7^.  was  due  ;  that  the  pur- 
suer was  cited  to  appear  before  the  Justices } 
and  that  arrestments  were  used  in  the  hands 
of  several  individuals.  The  questions  then 
were,  Whether  the  pursuer  was  cited  by  virtue 
of  an  illegal  and  irregular  complaint,  &c.  to  the 
injury,  &c.  ?  and.  Whether  arrestments  were 
used  to  the  extent  of  L.  30  or  L.  40  ? 

Mr  Donald  opened  the  case  for  the  pursuer, 
and  stated  the  facts,  and  that  an  offer  had  been 
made  to  compromise  the  case.  To  this  an  ob^ 
jection  was  stated ;  and  Lord  Gillies  said  he 
did  not  consider  it  in  the  cause.  Mr  Donald 
then  went  on  to  state  various  particulars  in 
which  the  warrant  wasi  irregular. 

Lord  Gillies. — If  it  is  illegal  in  one  point, 
is  that  not  sufficient  ?  The  number  of  the  ir* 
regularities  does  not  appear  to  me  to  bear  upon 
the  amount  of  the  damages. 

Donald.-^!  shall  confine  the  case  to  the  want 
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QuiGLEY      of  aigDAture  by  the  cWk ;  and  in  a  case  at  Qlas- 
Reid.        gow,  where  an  inventory  was  merely  taken  wkh 
"^     a  view  to  pouiding,  L.  1  ^  damages  were  giv^i. 

When  a  witness  was  called  to  prove  that  the 
error  was  not  a  convmon  ^Mie, 

Lord  Gillies. — I  cannot  allow  this.  It 
would  be  proving  i^ainst  a  practice  whkfh  is  in 
the  face  of  an  act  of  Parliament. 

Coxvarif  for  the  defender.— I  rest  on  the 

doctrine  laid  down  by  the  Lovd  CIstef  Com^ 

missioner  in  the  case  of  Rankicte  and  Mae^ 

a.  Mar.  Rep.  494.   laren  ;  and  shall  prove  that  in  this  case  ^Aie 

nominal  party  is  not  the  real  one. 

Lord  G7LU«8.-*^o  you  mean  to  jasy  that 
this  warrants  a  verdict  fin*  the  defender  B-<^ 
you  should  have  taken  an  iasue  <m  this.  I  can.- 
not  inquire  into  this,  as  Mr  Donald  appei^rs 
herefor  the  person  you  call  a  nominal  partj^. 

(To  the  JuiryC) — This  is  a  skwt  case ;  and 
though  it  may  be  hard  for  the  defender,  there 
is  no  doubt  that  a  party  is  liable,  >net  morally 
but  legally,  fer  ihe  agent  be  ^emiploiys.  The 
signature  of  the  «Iei^k  i&i  require  bf>tfae;  act/of 
Parliament,  and  the  want  of  it  is'a4gmt.i]!i&- 
gularity.  The  pursuer  discovers  this  irregula* 
TiCy,  and  brings  bis  aelion^r     I  cannot  com- 
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mend  him  for  doing  so ;  but  here  we  are.  only 
to  look  to  the  legality  of  his  conduct. 

He  appears  to  me  to  have  brought  his  action 
on  legal  grounds,  but  to  have  failed  in  proving 
any  damage,  you  should  therefore  find  for  him ; 
but  if  you  agree  with  me  in  thinking  that  he 
has  failed  in  proving  damage,  you  should  find 
nominal  damages,  and  may  find  one  forthingor 
a  shilling.  This  does  not  decide  the  expense, 
as  that  is  a  matter  for  the  Court ;  but  you  ought 
to  do  your  duty,  and  to  presume  that  the  Court 
will,  do  what  is  right  as  to  expenses. 
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Taylor  &  Co, 

V, 

Sia  William 
Forbes  &  Co* 


Verdict — For  the  pursuer,  damages  Is. 

Donald,  for  tbe  Parsuer. 
Cowan,  for  the  Defender. 
(;^geDt8,  Jama  Gemmely  w.  s.,  and  Thomas  Gairdner^  w.  s.) 


P&KSENT, 
LORD  CHIEF  COMMISSIONER. 


Taylor  &  Co.  v.  Sir  William  Forbes  &  Co- 


1827B 
Nov.  21. 


This  was  an  action  of  damages  for  breach  of  Finding  for  the 

defenders  on  an 
contract.  issue  whether 

1  the  trustee  and 

VOL.  IV.  B  b 
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Nov.  2f , 


Taylor  &  Co. 

Sia  William 
Forbes  8t  Co . 

creditors  of  a 
bankrupt  un- 
dertook a  con- 
tract, and  failed 
in  executing  it. 


Dfn?jKNG£.-^Th6  wMe  creditors  oq^  t» 
have  been  c^led*  Tbe  ael^uestraPtion  ti^als  doi^ 
bA  wkhont  tfoy  thm  hekxg  nMlde  by  the  pur- 
sfcu&y^.  The  feruste^  d9d  not  viokte  aftjr  con^ 
tr^<it  with  the  j^rsuers.  He  was  act  Mthoriar- 
%d  by  the  ci^editdrB  to^  ent^  into  xsev^  coniraictfill 


If 


if 


w 

^  It  bdng  admitted  that  the  estate  of  An- 
thony Henry  Outzmef,  irooMfonndet,  Lekh 
Walk»  near  Edinburgh,  was,  on  the  l^h  day 
<*  of  June  18^^  sequestrated  by  the  Court  of 
'^  Session,  in  terms  of  the  statute,  and  that  the 
*<  defenders  claimed  as  Cteditc^  On  the  said  se* 
**  questrated  estate : 

'<  1.  Whether,  after  the  said  sequestration, 
**  the  iron-foundry  and  other  business,  previ- 
'<  ously  carried  on  by  the  said  Anthony  Henry 
"  Gutzmer,  were  continued  by  the  trustee  and 
*<  creditors  on  the  said  sequestrated  estate ; 
<'  and  whether,  on  or  about  the  beginning  of 
^*  September  1824,  the  said  trustee  and  credi- 
tors undertook  and  agreed  to  finish  to  the 
pursuers  three  vats  of  good  and  sufficient 
^*  workmdhsliit),  ktid  to  Mivet  the  sam^f  bkAj 
**  in  the  month  of  October  18^4,  or  within  a 
^<  V^Bsohahl^  titiie  i  and  i^hi^the]:^  the  i^id  de- 
^*  fenders  failed  to  perform  theii*  said  agfl^e- 


(( 
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'<  ment,  to  the  loss^  and  damage  of  the  pur-    Taylor  &  Co. 

«  SWerS  ?  Sib  William 

g*  Whether  the  defenders,  &c.  agreed  to    f^J^|;^^<^- 
fm^ish  three  soap-pan  bottoms  ? 

Mmcrejffiy  D.  F,  for  the  pursuers,  said,  The 
credkodTs  authorized  the  trustee  to  carry  on  the 
work ;  and  he  engaged  to  execute  the  order 
given  l^y  the  pursuers,  who  have  suffered  great 
damage  from  the  delay ;  a^d  >  wbea  the  pans 
were  put  up  they  were  insufficient* 

Wlien  a  witness  waus  called, 

Skene,  for  the  defenders«*^He  is,  and  at  the   a  cierk  who  re- 

-     .  -  /»     1  ceives  a  share  of 

time  Qt  the  order  was,  ^  partiOier  ox  th^  pur^   profit  of  his  mas. 

TT        1  .  •  11  ter*8  business  an 

$uersi»     He  does  not  receive  a  salary,  but  a  inadmissible 
shar^  of  parofita ;  ^nd  to  free  himself  from  the  ^'*"^' 
character  of  partner,  he  must  advertise  out  and 
send  sp^cHaA  notice  to  the  <;i:|stomer», 

Momreiff^  Z>,  J?*.— The  argument  proceeds 
on  a  wrong  assumption  hath  of  law  and  fiK^t* 
The  cQinpany  was  oi^inally  John  Taylor  and 
Company ;  and  after  the  siequQStration  pf  John, 
William  advertises  thf^t  he  is  to  carry  on  the 
triide,  and  the  cha»nge  of  firm  is  a  sufficient  no-  2  Beu^s  com. 
tice*  The  witness  may  be  liable  to  the  public 
£^  a  partner ;  but  he  swears  th^t  he  is  qot  a 
partner*     ^e  is  a  clerk  pa)d  by  a  per  centag^* 
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Nov.  21, 


Taylor  &  Co. 


V, 


Sir  William 
Forbes  &  Co. 


Jeffrey. — He  is  a  partner ;  and  if  not,  he  has 
still  a  direct  interest  in  the  result  of  the  cause. 
No  authority  has  been  given  for  the  doctrine^ 
that  a  clerk  with  a  per  centage  is  not  a  part- 
ner ;  but  in  this  case  the  entry  in  the  books 
shows  that  what  he  draws  is  a  share  of  profit 
and  loss }  he  has  therefore  a  direct  interest  to 
increase  the  profit. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner.— In  almost  all 
points  of  view  this  is  a  delicate  question  ;  and 
it  is  a  roost  anxious  situation  in  which  a  judge 
is  placed  when  called  on  to  reject  evidence. 

I  do  not  wish  to  go  minutely  into  the  ques- 
tion, whether  this  person  is  a  partner,  as  there 
is  sufficient  evidence  on  the  other  view  to  de- 
cide the  case  ?  The  witness  has  stated  himself 
to  be  a  clerk,  not  a  partner ;  but  his  admissi- 
bility does  not  depend  on  his  opinion  of  his  situ- 
ation. That  must  be  guided  by  what  in  law  is 
his  situation.  His  opinion  of  his  interest  only 
goes  to  a£Pect  his  credit.  In  what  situation, 
then,  does  he  stand  as  to  his  interest,  to 
make  a  gain  or  avoid  a  loss?  Suppose  he 
establishes  a  gain,  then  he  is  entitled  to  a 
share ;  and  though  the  balance  has  been  struck, 
and  he  has  a  discharge  to  save  him  from  loss, 
still  would  not  he  be  liable  for  the  expenses 
to  the  pursuers  ?    Is  not  this  an  interest  which 
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law  has  created,  and  of  which  he  cannot  divest    Taylou  &  Co. 
himself  ? — We  reject  the  witness.  Sib  William 

Forbes  &  Co. 

Jeffrey^  for  the  defenders. — The  pursuers 
have  completely  failed.  The  only  authority 
given  by  the  creditors  was  to  finish  going  con- 
tracts. The  bankrupt,  as  an  individual,  enter- 
ed into  this  agreement.  The  pursuers  failed 
to  prove  that  the  defenders  contracted  with 
them, — that  a  contract  in  the  terms  specified 
was  entered  into  and  broken, — or  that  they  suf- 
fered any  loss  ;  besides,  he  ought  to  have  called 
all  the  creditors,  though  even,  if  they  had  been 
called,  it  is  too  late  after  the  composition  with 
the  bankrupt. 

^LoRD  Chief  Commissioner. — This  is  an  ac- 
tion brought  against  a  few  of  the  creditors  of  a 
bankrupt,  and  not  against  the  bankrupt  him- 
self; and  though  I  at  first  thought  it  might 
have  been  decided  by  the  learned  Judge  who 
sent  it,  I  am  now  satisfied  that  there  might 
have  been  facts  fixing  this  contract  on  the  de- 
fenders, and  binding  them  individually. 
'  If  the  contract  is  fixed  against  them,  then 
the  questions  are,  whether  the  work  was  insuf- 
ficient ;  whether  the  damage  is  proved  ;  whe- 
ther there  was  an  undertaking,  and  a  breach  of 
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Taylor  &  Co.  .that  undertekiDg  ?  It  is  ftdmiOted  that  the  de- 
SiR  William  fenders  were  creditors;  and  the  first  question 
ORBES  ^^  .  .^^  whether  the  work  was  continued  by  the  cre- 
ditors? and  it  is  clear  on  the  evidence,  that  the 
anthority  pven  by  the  creditors  to  carry  on  the 
work  was  only  to  complete  the  contracts  alre^rdy 
enured  into  ;  and  the  question  in  the  issue  is, 
whether  the  trustee  and  creditors  undertook  ? 
The  trustee  and  creditors  InuSt  concur,  in  order 
to  bind  the  creditors  in  any  new  contract ;  and 
the  purpose  of  sending  this  case  to  trial  was  to 
ascertain  whether  there  was  any  thing  binding 
'the  creditors.  I  cannot  state  to  you  tha(t  a 
trustee  on  a  sequestrated  estate  is  agettt'ibr  the 
creditors,  unless  he  has  special  authority  from 
them  i  and  it  appears  that  even  he  at  first  dis- 
'ftpproved  of  this  transaction,  but  aft^ilvards  did 
acts  confirming  it.  These  might  possibly  'be 
binding  dn  %im  ;  but  in  this  he  'was  not  acting 
as  trustee ;  'nor  is  there  any  act  by  the  creditors 
undertaking  the  obligation;  and  unless  both 
th^y  and  the  trustee  undertook  and  agreed,  lihe 
rest  is  immaterial. 

The  bankrupt  sWore  that  there  Was  no  con- 
tract as  to  time ;  you  must  therefore  consider 
^the  state  of  the  trade,  and  of  the  workmen, 
-who  were  then  in  a  state  of  insubordination,  in 
estimating  what  is  a  reasonable  time.    You  will 
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also  consider  the  complaint  made,  that  no  writ- 
ten answers  were  sent  to  the  pursuers'  letters. 
You  must  hold  that  the  verbal  answers  sworn 
to  were  those  given ;  and  you  must  consider, 
whether,  in  the  circumstances,  the  letters  were 
written  with  a  view  to  an  action. 

If  you  difl^r  fyfm  me  iji  She  yitxw  I  take  of 
the  case,  you  must  then  consider  the  damages ; 
and  m  3lKk  »ica^  {^  mv^  iWt^e^d  Jbo  vproof 
of  specific  damage,/bttt  hme  ith^neii^  ]^V^  j^xifih 
There  is  no  doubt,  however,  that  a  trader  who 
istkispt  optii^.the  mew^<i^<»ri7ing,<^ 
must  su£Per  damage. 


T.ATLoa  &  Co. 

V. 

Sir  William 
Fo&BEE  &  Co. 


y^dict— Fpr,^^ie4i?fri]\4ej5S  oft.bo.^Jiisisues. 

Moncrieff,  D.  F.  s^ufi  ^More,  for  the  Pyirsuers. 
Jeffrey  and  Skene,  for  the  Defenders. 


UtThen  expenses  were  g^iwen,  Mk :  applieatjion  Dec  13, 1827. 
' wtasimade;  bv) the  /pucsuer .for  tl^e  iexpense  of  i  dis-  ^hich  the  ex. 

,  _  pense  of  discuss- 

ousaiiigidie.prelii)dinary4e»3»oe.  ingapreUmioary 

defence  was  not 


Lphd  iQiOEF.  Cqvai l83ipNiiR.*^Iii  tWs  <?ase 
a  debate  was  necessary,  independentvofi  the  pre- 
liminary defence ;  and  as  the  defenders  have 
been  sueeflsafiil  on.ibe  saoritSi  Wje  dimiiss  the 
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Dec  3^ 


R£n>  &  Co. 

SiKCLAlR. 


PEESElfT, 


LOEDS  CHIEF  COHHISSIOKEE  AKD  CEIKGLETIE. 


1827. 
Dec  3. 

DaoMgetfor 
breach  of  oon- 
tract  in  not  de- 
livering market* 
able  etayet. 


Reid  &  Co.  V.  Sinclair. 

This  was  an  action  to  recover  the  price  of  cer- 
tain pipe  and  hogshead  staves. 

Defence. — The  staves  sent  were  not  mar- 
ketable. 

issue. 

^^  Whether,  on  or  about  the  5th  day  of  De- 
<<  cember  1825,  the  defender  agreed  to  pur- 
**  chase  from  the  pursuers  3000  Dantzic  crown 
<<  hogshead  staves,  at  L.  82  per  thousand,  and 
<<  3000  Dantzic  brack  hogshead  staves,  at  L.  7SI 
**  per  thousand,  to  be  imported  without  delay 
*<  from  Dantzic,  at  six  months  credit  from  the 
**  date  of  the  arrival  ? — and,  Whether  the  de- 
**  fender  failed  to  implement  the  said  agree- 
'*  ment,  to  the  loss,  injury,  and  damage  of  the 
"  pursuers  ?^ 


»» 


Neaves  opened  the  case,  and  stated  the  date 
of  the  bargain  and  transmission  of  the  staves  : 
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That  there  was  no  bargain  for  picked  staves ; 
and  that  those  sent  being  passed  by  the  bracker, 
the  defender  was  bound  to  take  them. 


379 


Reib  &  Co 

r. 

SiMCLAIK. 


A  witness,  on  cross-examination  J)y  the  de-  competent  to 
fender,  was  asked,  whether  a  verbal  bargain  wius  ^Ln^^ 
made  for' these  staves  in  October.  ^^t^t"^ 

Jeffrey  objects. — The  bargain  is  proved  by   ^'°'*^ 
the  bill  of  lading,  and  parol  evidence  is  incom- 
petent. 

Cockbum. — The  statement  in  the  pleading 
is,  that  they  were  sold  by  a  verbal  bai^n,  and 
the  date  is  material. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — There  is  no 
doubt  that  this  is  competent.  It  is  established 
that  the  staves  were  delivered  in  March,  and 
the  invoice  is  the  iSth  of  December  ;  but  it  is 
competent  for  the  defenders  to  prove  a  prior 
Agreement,  and  the  circumstances  in  which  the 
bargain  originated. 

Cockbum^  for  the  defender. — The  issue 
turns  on  whether  the  defenders  failed  ;  and  we 
-maintain  that  the  failure  was  by  the  pursuers. 
The  date  is  material ;  for  the  pursuers  say,  in  De- 
cember the  demand  was  so  great,  that  the  best 
staves  could  not  be  expected.  We  say  the  bar- 
gain was  in  October,  as  the  number  and  price 
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jiEii)  &  Co.    yfe^  then  fised ;  and  tbiit  we  mere  entitltsd  to 
Sinclair.     ,tbe  best  quality,  as  we  were  to  pay  the  best 
price.    As  aeon  as  we  sttw  the  staves  ithey  were 
rejected  as  too  thin* 

J<^^.-~Thene  was  a  communing  :ia  Octo- 
'faer^  but  the  mKoioe  is  ithe  written  agreement ; 
and  if  the  purauers  furnished  a  gOQd.altude»  you 
canMt  find  ^against  ihem  on  this  issue,  which  is 
limited  to  'the  .5th  December.  I  admit  that 
the  defender  was  entitled  to  a  fair  marketable 
commodity,  and  ithat  these  staves  are  not  of 
iprime.i^ality:;  hot  there  is  no  jevidence  that  a 
good  stave  is  not  marketable^  beeause  it  Jsunder 
2^  inches  thick. 


^Chief  CoMMiQfflONBB.-ff^This  case  has 
itnrned  out  one  purely  fw  yoiH*  consideratisii, 
and  thene  are  two  questions,  ,1,  Whether:  there 
:was  a  contract  icompleted  ?  ;and:S|,  Whether  it 
iwas ' broken  ?  Qn  the: whole  circumstances,  it  is 
not  easy  to  say  the  contract  was  not  completed, 
'but  up  to  thedth  December  it  was  only  in  pro- 
egress.    In  this  case  there  was  no  special  iwar- 
nmty,  and  therefore,  the  question  isinatiwhether 
the  ataves  were  of  a.  particuhr  des<»ripttQn,  but 
avhelher  they  were  a  good  marketable  article. 
The  only  question  is  on  the  thickness,  and  the 
contract  does  not  specify  any  scantling.     Tbe 
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evidence  of  tlie  thickness,  therefore,  is  to  be  m^Labek 
taken  merely  as  a  means  of  ju^ing  of  the  8o&  Rab,  &c. 
ficiency  of  the  staves,  and  you  must  decide 
whether,  if  they  are  not  S^  inches  thick,  they 
are  not  marketable.  The  correspondence  is 
importaot  on  this  pdint,'and  one^itoess  said, 
if  there  was  110  bargain  'ds  to  thickness,  he 
thou^t  he  must  take  staves  commisinoned, 
though  ander  that  dhiokness.  These  sitaves 
are  proved  insufficient  for  whisky^  bdt  it  is  not 
proved  that  the  bargain  wbs  for  wlui&y  staves, 
if  the  defender  had  received  the  staves,it  might 
have  gone  far  to  fix  them  on  him,  but  he  re- 
jedted  Cbem  immediately. 

Verdict— For  the  pursuers,  damages  L.  362. 

S^ey  and  Heaves,  for  the  Pursuer. 
Cotkburw  and  ^Uuthetjbrdy  for  (he  Defender. 
(Agents,  John  Murdoch^  s.  «.  c.  saidLjclhn  Harvefy.) 
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McLaren  v.  Rae,  &c,  .  °«^  ^^' 


Damstges  against 


A  ,  ,  Damages  aga 

i\  N  action  of  damages  against  a  master  and  ser-   »  master  and 


senrant,  for  in- 


vant  for  injury  caused  by  the  negligence  of  the  jury  caused  by 

the  negligence  of 
servant.  the  servant 
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Dec.  10, 


M'Laren 

V* 

Rae,  &c. 


Defence. — The  master  is  not  liable  for  the 
culpable  n^ligence  of  the  servant,  and  neither 
are  liable  for  an  accident. 


« 
« 

CI 

i€ 
l< 


ISSUE. 

"  Whether,  on  or  about  the  11th  day  of  Sep- 
tember 18^6,  in  the  street  called  Gallowgate, 
in  the  city  of  Glasgow,  a  horse  and  cart,  die 
property  of  the  defender,  John  Rae,  and  un- 
der the  management  of  the  defender,  Thomas 
Downes,  then  acting  as  his  servant,  did, 
through  the  fault,  negligence,  or  want  of  skill 
of  the  said  Thomas  Downes,  cause  bodily 
harm  to  the  pursuer,  to  the  loss,  injury,  and 
damage  of  the  pursuer  ?" 


Cockbum  opened  the  case,  and  stated  the 
facts,  and  said,  That  the  master  was  clearly  liable, 
— ^that  by  the  police  act  carts  were  not  to  be 
left  in  dangerous  situations,  and  practice  had 
explained,  that,  unless  some  one  was  at  the  head 
of  the  horse,  it  was  to  be  held  dangerous. 

dL^e*A?TO^S       -^  witness  having  stated  that  there  was  no 
a  cart,  tmdtat    ngmc  ou  the  cart,  but  that  the  carter  said  it  be- 

tp  give  prima  ' 

fide  evidence  of    lon£:ed  tO  RaC. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — This  is  not 
proof  of  the  property  of  the  cart,  but  is  good 


the  property. 
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prima  facicB  evidence }  and  the  other  party,  if     M'La»kx 
they  dispute  the  fact,  must  prove  the  contrary.      Rae,'  && 

Ruiherfordy  for  Rae. — I  admit  the  property, 
though  it  has  not  been  proved  by  the  best  evi- 
dence. The  facts  proved  are,  that,  while  the 
servant  is  loading  two  carts,  the  horse  of  one 
bolts  off,  partly  through  the  negligence  of  the 
pursuer,  he  therefore  cannot  get  damages.  The 
regulations  of  police  requiring  a  person  to  be  at 
the  head  of  the  horse  are  not  carried  home  to 
the  defender.  The  question  here  is,  whether 
there  was  great  negligence?  In  the  case  of 
Linwood  and  Hathom  strong  doctrines  were  onwood  v.  h«.' 
laid  down  ;  but  the  queistion  is,  whether  the  ac-  Ma™  1817/^^ 
cident  was  likely  to  happen  ?  Here  there  is 
tnerely  a  legal  responsibility,  and  the  facts  raise 
a  question  of  law. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — This  case  has 
been  correctly  conducted  on  both  sides,  and  the 
evidence  has  been.properly  circumscribed.  You 
are  to  consider  the  situation  of  these  parties, 
and  that  the  point  to  be  made  out  is  negligence, 
not  malevolence ;  and  in  considering  the  case  of 
the  servant,  you  will  not  be  disposed  to  give 
against  him  what  might  distress  him. 

The  words  of  the  issue  clear  away  the  obser- 
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^  tation  ^at  bas  been  made  on  tbe  law ;  for  the 
qjaetdaa  here  ia  Bot  whether  this  waa  a  euN 
pable  act  of  the  servant,  or  whether  it  was  wil- 
ful disobedience  of  ordeirs,  or  without  or  beyond 
hifi  employment,,  but  whether  the  senywt  did 
not  do  nksit  was  necesaavy  for  the  protection?  of 
doe  pnblie.  Tbe  act  of  the  servant  to  make  1^ 
master  aaswevdhk  £qv  it  oMst  be  in  the  regujkui 
eourse  of  his  duty* 

The  fiiult  mtt9t  arise  from,  want  ef  shitt  or 
attention,  and  not  from  a  wttful  act.  A  ofimi-r 
nal  act  will  not  sufajeet  the  absent  and  innocent 
master.  In  this  case  want  of  skiU  may  be  laid 
aside,  as.  net  apj^isable  to  the  ciremmstaacea^ 

The  police  act  bei«^  public^  all  are  boond  to 
notice  it,  but  it  canm  the  matter  v^  little 
farther  than  the  common  law ;  and  the  question 
is,  whether  a  cart  in  the  situation  of  thia  one 
was  dangerous  to  the  public,  and  whether  one 
of  the  men  ought  not  to  have  been  at  tbe  bead 
of  the  horses  ?  The  (jueation  Here  is  on  the 
common  law,  whrther  this  person  waa  in  h^ 
common  employment»andwsan^l]g»t?  Whe- 
ther there  waa  such  diligence  used  aa  is  req^ 
site  to  free  passengers  from  injury?  and  it  is  clear 
that  the  accident  would  not  have  happened  if 
there  had  been  any  one  at  the  head  of  the 
horses. 


1887. 
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If  you  find  fdr  tlu(  pursuery  you  mil,  on  oom^ 
sideration  of  the  facts,  gire  what  is  reaftonaUe  ^ 
and  damages  ought  never  to  be  vindictive.  The 
want  of  employment  fbr  three  months  at  the 
vate  stated  would  amouiBt  ta  about  L«  19,  mid 
there  isi  the  expen^se  of  cure^  and  the  permanent 
injury* 

Verdict — Edt  the  pui^ner.  Damages  agaioM 
Ba^  L.  75f  and  against  Dowiks^  one  shiUing. 

COdHum,  Ailcl  X  M'N'eil,  for  the  Pwamst. 
lUdherfird,.  for  the  De£enderr 
(Agents,  Ch.  Fisher^  Anderson  and  Whiteheatd*) 


MlLLBA 

Hahvis. 


PRSSEJIT,. 
LOED  CHIEF   00SUII8SI0NER. 


■  • 


Miller  v.  Harvie. 

An  action  of  damageis  against  a  master  and 
servant  for  causing  the  death  of  the  pursuer's 
child  through  the  negligence  of  the  servant. 

Bkpib&kcb  iae  the  master»^*-^T1ie  circumstan- 
cesy  if  true,  ai^  not  relevant.    But  the  inatten- 


1827- 
Dec.  24. 

Finding  for  the 
defenders  in  an 
ecdon  of  dama- 
ges against  a 
master  and  ser- 
vant, for  causing 
the  death  of  the 
imtftuer^  chiM. 
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MiLLEE      jiQji  ^f  jjjg  pursuer  was  the  chief,  if  not  the 
Habyie.      sole  cause  of  the  accident. 

ISSUE. 

*<  It  being  admitted  that  William  Wilson 
*f  was  servant  to  the  defender,  Thomas  Harvie, 

from  Whitsunday  to  Martinmas  1826. 
It  being  also  admitted,  that  on  the  16th 

day  of  September  18S6,  in  the  street  in  the 
**  city  of  Glasgow  called  Gallowgate,  a  cart, 

the  property  of  the  defender,  passed  over, 
**  and  caused  the  death  of  the  pursuer's  son ; 
"and  that  at  the  time  it  so  passed  over  the 
"  child,  the  said  cart  was  under  the  manage- 
«  ment  of  the  said  William  Wilson : 

**  Whether  the  death  of  the  said  child  was 

caused  by  the  fault,  negligence,  or  want  of 

skill  on  the  part  of  the  said  William  Wilson, 
**  to  the  loss,  injury,  and  damage  of  the  pur- 
"  suer  ?*' 

Cockbum,  for  the  pursuer  said.  The  case  is 
simple,  and  both  the  master  and  servant  are 
liable.  Thei  servant  was  drunk  and  sitting  on 
one  of  two  carts,  with  only  a  single  rein.  Law 
allows  money  to  be  given  as  the  only  reparation 

Baird  v»  Hamil-      ^  i       #»    •  t  •  r 

ton,  July  4, 182&   for  mental  suffenng ;  and  m  a  recent  case  L.40 

4ShawaDdDun«  •  /*      ^i       i  e>      n 

79a  was  given  for  the  loss  of  a  finger. 
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J^ey^  for  the  defender. — This  is  a  hard 
case,  as  I  only  appear  for  the  master  \  and  this 
is  in  fact  a  trial  as  for  culpable  lumiieide  against 
a  person  who  was  not  present.  The  questions 
are,  whether  the  death  was  caused  by  Wilson  ? 
and  whether,  if  he  were  here  and  solv^tit,  the 
master  would  be  liable  ?  There  is  no  furious 
driving,  or  out  of  the  regular  course,  and  the 
child  came  in  the  way  from  the  negligence  of 
its  parents*  Having  employed  a  careful  ser^- 
vant,  the  master  is  not  liable  in  solatium,  diough 
he  might  be  liable  for  actual  loss. 

Lord  Chi^f  CoMJdis&i:oN£R.-^An  action 
4)£  this  sort  is  very  rare,  and  this  is  the  first  o£ 
the  kind  which  has  come  to  be  tried  in  this 
Court.  The  question  here  is,  not  the  civil 
liability  of  a  master  to  repair  damage  done  by 
his  servant,  but  whether  he  shall  pay  a  sum  of 
money  as  a  consolation  to  a  parent  for  his  aten- 
tal  suffering  for  the  death  of  his  child,  when 
there  has  .been  no  public  prosecution  )0f  the 
servant? 

Throughout  the  esipire,  an  action  maybe 
^brol^ht  for  the  expenses  eaiused  by  such  an 
acti  as  is  here  charged;  and  by  the  law  of 
Scodand  the  action  is  releraDily  brought  for 
Deparation'of  the  meukal  suffering  by  the  paortfit* 

VOL.  IV.  c  c 
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But  thei*e  is  still  a  question  before  you,  whether, 
on  the  evidenee,  you  are  to  find  beyond  the  ac- 
tual expense  incurred  ? 

We  ought  to  consider  this  case  soberly  and 
discreetly,  and  with  right  feelings  of  justice, 
without  any  excitation.  There  is  nothing  to 
cause  observation  on  the  party  who  brings  the 
action,  or  on  the  defender ',  nor  should  we  be 
influenced  by  any  opinion  that  it  would  be  bet- 
ter if  the  law  were  otherwise.  We  must  take  the 
law  as  it  is. 

This  is  an  action  founded  on  the  liability  of 
a  master  for  an  act  by  a  servant  out  of  his  sight. 
We  had  very  recently  occasion  to  consider  the 
law  on  this  subject,  and  though  the  facts  of  the 
one  case  do  not  bear  on  the  other,  the  law  is  the 
same  in  both.  The  issue  is  laid  on  the  fault 
and  negligence  of  the  servant ;  and  it  could 
not  have  been  otherwise.  Neither  here  nor  else- 
where could  it  be  held  that  the  master  is  liable 
for  the  wilful  acts  or  criminal  acts  of  a  servant ; 
but  he  is  liable  for  want  of  skill  and  attention, 
as  he  must  employ  skilful  and  attentive  ser- 
vants. He  is  civilly  liable  for  the  fault,  negli- 
gence, or  want  of  skill  of  the  servant,  but  is  not 
liable  for  wilful  acts  out  of  the  duty  he  has  tq 
perform.  The  employer  is  clearly  liable ;  but 
with  this  limitation,  that,  if  the  person  is  in 


i8S7.  THE  JURY  COUAT^  Sg^ 

the  regular  discharge  of  his  employmeDt,  and       Millie 
if  the  blame  is  in  the  person  suffering,  he  must 
submit  to  the  injury.     But  there  are  shades  of 
cases  and  degrees  of  blame  on  both  sides,  which 
must  be  considered.     Here  you  must  consider 
the  facts  proved,  and  the  degree  of  blame  of 
leaving  this  child  on  the  street ;  that  the  child 
had  wandered  to  the  opposite  side  of  the  street 
into  a  situation  where  it  was  not  to  be  expected ; 
and  then  make  up  your  minds,  as  I  should  be 
sorry  if  you  went  on  my  impression  of  the 
case.     The  case  is  not  one  of  rash,  but  of  ne- 
gligent and  faulty  driving,  and  if  a  servant  is  in 
the  habit  of  acting  in  this  manner,  the  master 
must  be  held  to  know  it,  and  be  liable  for  keep- 
ing a  servant  of  that  character.     It  is  esta- 
blished, that,  though  the  servant  was  drunk  at 
the  time,  he  was  not  habitually  so.     Had  he 
been  a  habitual  drunkard,  the  master  was  clearly 
liable,  but  if  this  was  accidental  drunkenness, 
the  master  was  not  on  that  ground  answerable. 
This  brings  it  to  the  pure  question  ef  whether 
there  was  such  freedom  from  fault  on  the  part 
of  the  pursuer,  and  such  fault  on  the  other  side 
as  to  render  the  defender  liable  ?     [His  Lord- 
ship then  stated  the  facts,  and  what  he  con- 
sidered the  carelessness  of  both  parties,  and 
then  said,]    If  the  carts  were  improperly  equip- 
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ped»  aod  tli^  dj^v^  sitting  m  them  with  a 
single  reiu,  rad  if  thciy  were  m  a  if^rong  place, 
then  this  is  £uilt  and  negligence  for  which  tiie 
piaster  is  liable^  wd  you  must  assess  damages. 
The  expense  of  the  funeral  is  easily  asceftained« 
Put  ixk  the  solatiufp,  being  myself  a  father  and 
grandfat)i^,  I  cannot  assist  you  in  estimating 
in  money  a  aitm  for  such  an  injuisr. 


Verdict— For  the  defender. 

Cockhurn  and  A,  McNeil,  for  the  Pursuer. 

Jeffrey  and  Pypevy  for  the  Defender. 

(Agente,  N*  W.  Bdberttot^  s.  s.  c,  M^MIUm  and  Grant,  w.  a.) 


1827- 
Dec.  26. 

Finding  as  to 
the  usage  of  a 
burgh  in  refe- 
rence to  the  ad- 
mission of  free* 
men. 


PBESEKT* 
LOBD  CBIKOLETIE. 


Hope  ^*  MAeiSTRAxcs  or  SE3LKi(aK» 

1  HIS  was  a  petitien  aod  con^plaint  againat  the 
election  of  Magistrates  of  Selkirk  in  IS^,  on 
Ihe  g;?ound  that  the  votes  Qf  q^rtaiu  masons 
had  bean  ijosprpperly  received  in  the  cilection  of 
the  deacon  of  the  hannoermen.  At  the  ejec- 
tion of  the  deaco9  there  wei^  nineteen  v4)tQs 
on  one  side,  sfid  twenty  on  the  other^  inqludi«|g 
eight  votes  now  questioncfd. 


^ 
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« 

ISSUfcS.  HoPK 

Th6  issueii^  contained  at)  admission  that  eer-   Magistrates 
t»m  individuals  tendered  thdr  rotes  for  one    ^^]^^f^^> 
leeti  and  that  the  deiacon  gave  his  vote  for  ano^ 
tber,  but  did  not  tender  or  reserve  his  right  to 
a  easting  vote.      The   questions  then  were, 
1 .  Whether  these  eight  individuals,  or  any  of 
them,  were  wrongfully  admitted  to  vote?  JSL 
Whether  the  majority  of  hammermen,  exelud* 
ing  these  indrriduals^  met  and  shortened  the 
other  teeti  and  whether  a  deacoii  was  d'tily  efledft- 
ed  from  the  leet  so  shortened?  3;  WhMk^, 
by  the  eonstitution.  of  the  burgh,  th^  deaeon 
must  be  h^M  to  have  given  his  casting  vdt^for 
the  second  leet,  provided  the  number  of  Quali- 
fied votes  proved  equal  ? 

Sandfdrdf  for  the  pursuer,  stated  the  eonsti^ 
ttitioD  of  the  burgh,  and  the  facts  out  of  wbieK 
the  questicm  inrose:  That  the  town  council 
ahortened  the  leet  sent  by  the  twenty,  and  that 
ta  reokedy  this  evil  the  deacon  and  incmrpo^ 
ration  met  and  shortened  the  other:  That 
these  eight  bad  no  right  to  vote,  $/d  they  were 
not  burgesses,  and  had  not  applied  in  tkne  to 
be  admitted.  ^  f  p/  ®^  *h« 

seal  of  cause  en- 
tered in  the 
books  of  a  cor* 

When  it  was  proposed  to  give  the  seal  of  the  poration  admis. 

sible  evidence. 
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Hope        incorporation  in  evidence,  it  was  objected,  that 
Magistrates   it  could  not  be  proved  by  the  deposition  of  a 
OP  Selkirk,    ^j^j  \j^  jjjg  cause,  but  it  was  admitted  that  the 

deacon  said  that  this  was  the  seal.  It  was  then 
proposed  to  give  in  a  copy  entered  in  the 
minute-book  of  the  incorporation,  but  chis  was 
rejected,  and  an  objection  was  taken  to  the 
clerk  of  the  incorporation  proving  the  seal,  as 
he  was  not  the  proper  custodier.  It  was  also 
Clark  V.  Spence,  maintained  that  a  haver  could  not  prove  where 
^ur.   ep.       ^^  ^^^  ^  document,  and  that  the  town-clerk 

ought  to  be  called. 

HopCy  SoL-Qen. — The  seal  is  probative,  and, 
being  dated  before  the  statute  1681,  does  not 
require  witnesses. 

Lord  Cringletie. — The  only  way"  the 
clerk  could  prove  it  would  be  by  producing  the 
document  which  is  here.  If  the  want  of  the 
seal  attached  to  it  is  an  objection,  I  suspect 
the  same  might  be  made  to  most  charters  of 
a  hundred  years  old.  It  is  said  this  may  not 
be  the  jseal  of  cause,  and  that  there  may  be  a 
different  one ;  but  the  clerk  of  the  corporation 
proves  that  this  was  what  he  considered  the  seal 
of  cause.  An  entry  in  the  books  of  an  early 
date  I  should  think  good,  but  the  more  you 
can  authenticate  it  the  better. 
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The  clerk  of  the  burgh  was  called  to  pro-        Hope 

duce  a  document  bearing  to  be  a  burgess  ticket  magistrates 

in  favour  of  one  of  the  persons  objected  to  j  ^]^^!^i^ 

when  it  was  about  to  be  read,  a  document 

bearing  to  be  a 

Cockburn  objects.  This  is  incompetent.  Be-   burgess  ticket, 

but  not  delivered 

ing  produced  by  a  witness  does  not  make  it   to  an  individual* 
evidence*    The  record  does  not  deny  that  they   that  he  was  not 
are  qualified  to  be  burgesses.     The  issue  is^  *  "'®^*^ 
general,  but  if  they  go  out  of  the  record,  it  is 
surprise. 

Hope^  Sol-Gen. — We  call  the  clerk  to  pro- 
duce the  document  j  and  unless  they  prove  that 
they  have  burgess  tickets,  I  shall  argue  that 
they  are  not  burgesses,  as  the  tickets  never 
were  given  to  them,  but  remained  in  the  hands 
of  the  clerk. 

Lord  Cringletie. — I  do  not  know  what 
this  document  proves,  but  Mr  Cockburn  ob- 
jects to  it ;  and  when  I  wished  to  know  w[he- 
ther.  he  asserts  that  these  persons  were  bur- 
gesses»  the  only  answer  is  a  general  one,  that 
they  were  qualified  to  be  admitted  freemen. 
With  respect  to  surprise,  there  is  something 
like  information  on  the  subject,  though  it  is 
not  precise^  Had  these  persons  applied  in  a 
r^ular  manner,  perhaps  they  would  have  been 
entitled  to  admission ;  but  it  is  admitted  that 
they  required  to  be  made  freemen  before  being 
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Hope        allowed  to  vote ;  and  m  these  cireumstanees 
Magistrates   perhaps  the  pursuers  were  not  bound  to  prore 
OF  Selkirk,    ^j^^  negative,  but  they  take  it  upon  themsdves, 

and  I  admit  the  document. 


In  a  question  as 
to  an  election  in 
a  burgh,  one 
pursuer  admit- 
ted as  a  witness 
for  the  others. 


An  objection  was  taken  to  the  examinaticNB 
of  one  of  the  pursuers  as  a  witness,  but  Wight 
and  Connel  being  referred  to  as  authorities,  Mr 
Cockbum,  though  he  still  took  the  objectiODy 
said  he  expected  it  to  be  decided  against  him. 
Cockbum^^--'A  party  is  bound  strictly  to  make 
out  this  case^  and  it  is  peculiarly  necessary  here 
where  the  qaesticm  is^  whether  the  minority 
could  make  itself  the  mi^mty  ?    There  was  here 
a  double  return,  and  the  magistrates  were  bound 
to  decide,  and  did  decide,  which  was  the  right 
one.     The  other  party  must  prove  the  issue ; 
and  the  objection  ou  which  they  now  rely  is, 
that  these  persons  were  not  burgesses  i  that 
they  did  not  apply  in  proper  time ;  and  that,  not 
having  been  admitted  burgesses,  they  could  not 
vote.     There  is  no  evidence  that  they  are  not 
in  the  books,  and  the  dues  paid.    It  is  said  they 
were  refused  admissi(Hi,  because  they  did  not 
spply  in  proper  time ;  but  the  corporation  had 
power  to  admit  them.     The  minutes  of  the 
meeting  of  the  incorporation  are  the  only  evi- 
dence of  what  took  place  at  the  meeting,  and 
they  do  not  state  that  these  votes  were  rejected. 
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Suppose  you  hold  that  they  were  unduly  ad-        Hopb 
rnitted  to  vote,  you  cannot  find  that  the  other   m^gistkatka 
person  was  duly  elected,  as  he  could  only  be    ®^  Selicikk. 
elected  from  a  leet  shortened  by  the  magis* 
trates. 

Lord  CRmGi.ETi£. — ^The  case  has  been  dis- 
tinctly opened  on  both  sides,  and  the  facts  are 
simple* 

The  interlocutor  of  the  Court  of  Session  ex- 
plains the  point  to  be  tried  under  this  •  issue. 
It  is  whether  these  parties  duly  claimed,  and 
were,  according  to  the  constitution  and  usage  of 
the  burgh,  legally  entitled  to  be  admitted  mem- 
bers of  the  incorporatiOD.     The  main  feature 
of  the  seal  of  cause  is  proved  by  the  usage, — 
the  requisites  for  admission  are  four  years  ap- 
prenticeship,— that  the  party  is  a  burgess, — 
that  he  applies  to  the  deacon,  who  calls  the 
quarter-masters  to  assemble  and   admit  the 
claimant.     Now  this  requires  more  time  than 
these  parties  allowed  to  the  deacon  before  the 
meeting  of  the  trade,  and  he  accordingly  re- 
fused to  admit  them.     Were  not  these  persons, 
before  being  admitted,  bound  to  show  their  dis- 
charged indentures  and  burgess  tickets  ?  and 
was  the  deacon  bound  to  admit  them  in  this  pre- 
cipitate manner  without  their  producing  that 
necessary  evidence  ? 


OF  Sblkirk. 
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Hope  The  secood  issue  does  not  decide  the  case,  as 

Magistrates  the  deacon  must  be  elected  from  a  leet  shorten- 
ed by  the  magistrates,  not  the  incorporation. 
There  are,  besides,  no  minutes  of  any  meeting 
of  the  nineteen  members,  and  their  having  met 
rests  on  the  statement  of  a  witness.  There  is 
evidence  that  a  shortened  leet  was  produced, 
but  it  is  not  proved  by  whom  it  was  shortened  ; 
and  in  these  circumstances  I  do  not  exactly 
know  how  you  should  deal  with  it,  though  per- 
haps it  is  better  to  find  for  the  defenders  on 
the  second  and  third  issues. 

Cockburn. — They  cannot  try  whether  a  dea- 
con was  elected  from  a  leet  ^^  so  shortened," 
unless  they  have  evidence  how  it  was  short- 
ened. 

Hope^  SoLGen. — They  may  find  that  a  dea- 
con was  elected  from  a  leet  not  shortened ;  and 
we  shall  then  succeed,  if  we  can  convince  the 
Court  of  Session  that  no  shortening  was  neces- 
sary. If  there  was  an  equality  we  hold  it  a 
void  election. 

Verdict — For  the  pursuers  on  the  first  issue, 
and  for  the  defenders  on  the  second  and  third. 

Hope,  SoL'Gen.,  and  Sandford,  for  the  Pursuers. 
Cockburn  and  Monteiih,  for  the  Defenders. 
(Agents,  John  Young y  s.  s.  c.  and  fVUliam  Lang,  w.  s.) 


1838. 


THE  JURY  COURT. 


PBESKNT, 
LORDS  CHIEF  COMMISSIONER  AND  CRINGLET1E. 


897 


Wilson's 
Trustees 

V 

Bruce. 


Wilson's  Trustees  v.  Bruce. 


1828. 
Jan.  9. 


An  action  of  reduction  of  a  disposition  on  the   Finding  for  the 
ground  of  imbecility  and  facility,  with  fraud,    q^Mtion  of  fad. 

lity,  circt 
tion,  &C. 


,•  II*  lity^  circttmven- 

circumvention,  and  lesion. 


Defence."~A  denial  of  imbecility  or  fraud. 

ISSUE. 

"  Whether  it  was  not  the  deed  of  Wilson  ?" 


Brown,  for  the  pursuer. — Wilson  was  inca- 
pable of  giving  instructions  for  this  deed,  or 
of  recollecting  one  clause  of  it  while  the  other 
was  reading.  He  was  imbecile,  but  at  times 
was  obstitiate. 

Jeffrey,  for  the  defender. — If  there  was  suf- 
ficient  mind  in  this  person  to  enable  him  to 
choose  to  whom  his  property  should  descend 

ihat  is  8u£Sicient«  To  prove  hand- 

writing,  the  wit- 
ness should  be 
T^i  A  ••  •.  ^        examined  as  to 

in  the  course  of  examimng  a  witness  as  to   his  &e/te/that  it 
handwriting,  i»  genuine. 
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Wilson's 

Trustees 

v. 

Bruce. 


The  Lord  Chief  Commissioner  observed, 
— If  I  were  proving  handwriting,  I  would 
ask  the  witness  whether  he  knew  the  hand- 
writing of  the  party — whether  he  ever  saw 
him  write — ^whether  he  had  corresponded  with 
him — and  whether  he  believed  the  writing  to  be 
that  of  the  party  ? 

Moncre^,f-^T\nsis  a  case  in  which  you  have 
to  balance  the  evidence  ;  and  the  question  is, 
whether  the  pursuer  has  made  out  his  case  ? 


Lord  Chief  Commissioiier. — It  ik  true 
that  a  person  to  be  able  to  make  a  will  does  not 
require  to  have  the  same  capacity  as  to  manage 
a  eompGcated  transacti(Ki ;  but  he  must  have 
competent  understanding  to  know  what  is  done, 
and  the  power  of  vdition.  This  is  not  &  case 
of  compulsion  or  of  fraud,  but  paort  of  it  baa  to 
do  with  a  degree  of  art  and  management }  and 
in  deciding  whether  it  is  his  deed,,  you  must 
consider  whether  this  person  was  so  dealt  with 
that  he  has  not  executed  his  volition*  You  will 
oonsider  the  character  and  credit  of  iht  witnes- 
ses, and  give  due  weigbt  to  the  facts  they  state. 
Great  failure  of  sight  and  hearing  does  not  in- 
capacitate a  person  from  making  such  a  deed, 
but  makes  it  pecnUariy  necessny  that  the  per- 


Bruce. 
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son  who  is  to  frame  tbe  deed  should  Ixave  in-      Wh-son's 

.  TRUSTEEfl 

$trttction$  so  clear^  that  he  is  sure  he  under-  v. 

stands  the  intention  of  the  party.    In  this  case 
many  of  the  witnesses  on  both  sides  agree  that 
Wilson's  judgment  was  not  gone,  but  that  his 
memory  was  so  impaired  that  he  could  not  re- 
collect the  different  parts  of  the  deed ;  and  it 
is  difficult  to  say  whether  he  understood  the  sub- 
stance of  it  when  explained  to  him.     The  man- 
ner in  which  the  deed  was  read  and  explain- 
ed to  him  at  the  time  when  he  did  not  sign  it, 
gives  a  character  to  the  case  which  cannot  be 
taken  off  by  the  defender.     His  refusal  to  sign 
at  that  time  does  not  prove  that  he  did  or  did 
not  understand  it ;  but  you  will  recollect  that 
when  he  so  refused,  the  witnesses  went  away. 
That  when  they  were  called  back  he  signed 
without  farther  explanatiofu  the  person  inte- 
rested in  the  deed  observing,  that  they  should 
not  ptegiie  him  witJi.ftiitfaer  esiplanatioii#.a8  he 
was  now  ready  to  -sign}  and  peimitting  this  is 
the  only  thing  which  appears  to  me  inearreeiiOA 
the  part  of  the  writer. 

You  must  consider  and  balaneeihe  evidence, 
and  attend  to  the  dates,  and  particulaari^  ta  the 
dociRiieiits^  as,  if  yiM  cim^ider  them  pure  and 
u&suUied,  tii^y  gofartoeousteraetthe  ewdence 
of  the  witnesses  for  tU  ^fm«.  wha.inayi«e 
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Smith  been  mistaken  in  the  opinion  which  they  form- 
Keup.  ed  ;  and,  on  the  whole  facts,  you  will  consider 
"^^  whether  this  individual  was  of  a  sound  or  wan- 
dering  mind. 

Verdict — For  the  pursuers. 

Mtmcrtiffy  D.  F.,  and  3f.  Brown,  for  the  Poreuen. 

Jeffreif,  and  Cuninghame,  for  the  Defenders. 

(Agents,  John  Campbell  Jun.^  w.  s.  and  WUUam  WaddeU^  w.  s.) 


PRESENT, 
LORDS  CHIEF  COMMISSIONER  AMD  CRIKOLETIE. 


jif  fo.  Smith  v.  Kbmp. 

i[hS^n'tfor **  ^ ^  action  of  damages  against  a  law-agent  for 

^d  MOTh**  negligence  and  error  in  not  obtaining  a  valid 

from  a  married  boud  in  SeCUritV* 


woman. 


Defence. — ^The  defender  was  not  employed 
by  the  pursuers ;  and  the  bond  he  obtained  was 
in  conformity  with  the  instructions  he  received. 
The  pursuers  accepted  of  the  bond,  and  are 
barred  by  homologation. 
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ISSUE. 

**  It  being  admitted,  that,  by  a  bond,  dated 
**  the  19th  day  of  September  1821,  executed 
**  by  the  late  Alexander  Smith  and  Robert 
'^  Anderson,  they  became  cautioners  for  Adam 
<*  Clark,  farmer  and  cattle-dealer  at  Whiteside, 
**  for  a  cash'account,  or  credit,  with  the  Branch 
**  of  the  Bank  of  Scotland  at  Dumfries,  for  the 
**  sum  of  L.  300  Sterling,  and  interest  there- 
"  on : — 

**  Whether,  on  or  about  the  17  th  day  of 
**  September  1821,  the  defender,  acting  as  law- 
*'  agent  for  the  several  parties  aforesaid,  pro- 
**  mised  and  undertook  to  obtain  a  valid  and 
**  effectual  bond  of  relief  from  the  said  Robert 
*<  and  Adam  Clark,  and  from  Mrs  Mary  Clark, 
'^  (she  at  the  time  last  aforesaid  being  a  married 
**  woman,)  the  mother  of  the  said  Adam,  in 
«  security  of-  the  said  sum,  by  obtaining  from 

the  said  Mary  Clark  such  bond  or  other 

written  instrument  as  would  affect  her  sepa- 
**  rate  estate  of  Whiteside ;  and  whether  the 
**  defender  failed  to  perform  the  said  promise 
'^  and  undertaking,  to  the  loss,«  injury,^  and 
**  damage  of  the  pursuers  ?" 

Whigham,  for  the  pursuers,  said,  The  defen- 
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Ersk.  B.  L  T.  6. 
§22. 

Struthen  v. 
Lang,  2d  Feb. 
1826.   Aff. 
28th  May  1827. 
Lillieo.  McDon- 
ald, 13th  Dec 
1816.     Chatto 
V.  Marshall, 
17th  Jan.  1811. 


der  was  the  agent  of  the  Clarks,  and  the  pur- 
suers trusted  to  him  to  get  a  proper  bond.  The 
pursuers  had  to  pay  to  the  bank,  and  when  they 
applied  to  Mrs  Clark,  she  and  the  defender 
believed  her  liable.  The  deader  ought  to  have 
known  that  a  married  woman  could  not  grant 
a  personal  obligation.  He  was  the  sole  iigent, 
and  it  is  of  no  consequence  from  whom  he  got 
his  instructions. 


In  opening  a  case 
documentary  evi- 
dence  ought  to 
be  described,  not 
read. 


When  certain  passages  from  the  condescen- 
dence and  answers  were  read  in  the  course  of 
the  opening,  the  Lord  Chief  CoDimisfiioiier  ob- 
served, The  evidence  Bhould  almost  nearer  be 
cead,  ;but  only  described,  and  afterwards  said, 
Tho  prcfKisitioQ  is  self^evidenty  that  a  person 
undertaking  to  do  husinoss  must  either  do  it  or 
state  that  it  cannot  be  done^  and  no  evidence  of 
the  practice  is  necessary.  ^ 


A  document  re- 
jected, not  having 
been  produced 
eight  days  before 
tile  triaL 


In  order  to  exclude  a  writing  on  the  back  of 
the  bond,  when  the  bond  to  the  bank  was 
^yen  in  ot^idence,  the  objection  waattaken,  that 
it:  had  net  been  produced  'oiglftt  days  before  the 
'triial.  The  anawer  made  was,  that  the  case 
had  all  along  been  argued  ml  this  bond. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — The  act  of 
sederunt  ds  uuipeiattYV^  unless  at  is  made  out  on 
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oath  that  the  documents  could  not  be  produced      Smith 
before.  Kemf. 

This  being  rejected,  it  was  then  proposed  to   circumstances  in 
call'  a  witness  to  prove  that  the  sum  had  been   was^dmit'^ito 
paid  to  the  bank.  C^^dl^r" 

Cockbum. — This  is  a  person  from  the  office    ®"*^ 
here,  who  can  only  speak  from  the  books,  and 
I  object  to  the  competency  of  parol  ^yidence  to 
prove  pa3rment  of  more  than  L.  100  Scots. 

J^^y^ — It  is  in  the  defences  that  at  a  par- 
ticular date  I  was  called  upon  to  pay  this; 
Though  not  formally  produced,  this  bond  was 
exhibited  at  the  time  the  issues  were  prepared. 
The  purpose  of  the  regulation  was  to  prevent 
surprise. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — This  appears 
a  great  hardship,  and  the  parties  ought  to  con- 
sent to  withdraw  a  juror,  and  perhaps  the  cause 
may  be  settled  before  comii^  to  trial  again. 
In  the  circumstances  I  will  stretch  every  thing 
consistent  with  law  and  justice  to  aid  the  pur- 
suer. 

The  clause  in  the  act  of  sederunt  is  impera- 
tive, and  we  must  adhere  to  it.  If  I  had  the 
power  I  would  nonsuit  the  pursuer,  and  he 
would  then  be  entitled  to  come  forward  again } 

VOL.  IV.  D  d 
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and  if  the  defender  has  a  good  case  on  the  nie* 
ritSy  I  think  he  ought  to  agree  to  put  it  in  a  po- 
sition to  be  again  tried.  If  the  case  is  to  go 
bn  I  admit  this  witness. 


Parol  eyidenoe 
of  what  took 
place  at  a  meet- 
ing of  creditors 
rejected. 


Ckichhum. — I  cannot  consent  to  withdraw 
a  juror. 

When  the  trustee  on  Clark's  estate  was  enlled 
as  a  witness,  an  objection  was  taken  to  the  qtidis^ 
tions,  whether  the  estate  of  the  Clarks  was  se- 
questrated, and  whether  a  claim  was  made  upon 
it  by  a  certain  individual  ? 

Cockbum. — I  object  to  his  telling  a  word 
which  is  in  the  minutes. 

Jeffrey. — These  minutes  are  part  of  a  record 
in  the  Court  of  Session  made  up  by  this  witness, 
and  this  is  the  proper  officer  Called  to  prove 
facts  in  his  management. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — K  you  wish 
to  prove  any  thing  which  is  established  by  writ- 
ing, then  the  writing  must  be  produced.  The 
date  ought  not  to  have  been  proved  by  a  wit- 
ness. The  witness,  as  trustee,  has  custody  of 
these  minutes,  which  being  in  writing  are  the 
best  evidetice,  and  he  must  speak  from  thein. 
If  it  is  alleged  that  what  iis  wanted  is  not  in 
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them,  he  must  examine  to  3ee  whether  it  i$  so*      Sunn 
His  memory  is  not  to  be  s^t  up  agajnst  the      Kemf. 
minutes,  but  they  must  be  proved  like  any  other 
4ocuDiebt» 

Cockbumf  for  the  defender.r-This  is  a  case 
ifi  which,  more  than  any  I  have  seen,  you,  the 
jury,  are  in  the  hands  of  the  Court*    . 

The  issue  you  are  sworn  to  try  is,  whether 

the  defender  promised  and  undertook,  &c.  ?  and 

upon  this  there  cannot  be  a  doubt.     But  there 

^e  iieveml  questions  which  .are  not  put  in  the 

issue,  and  on  these  the  pursuer's  case  rests^   If 

a  party  is  employed  to  do  a  known  piece  of 

business  ^nd  blunders  it,  then  he  is  liable,  as 

,tbe  employment  is  clear,  and  the  question  is  on 

the  &iIuFe ;  but  here  theiae  is  no  blunder  in  the 

bond.    Before  it  can  be  held  that  he  made  the 

.  promise  mentioned  in  the  issue,  it  must  be 

^proved  that  Mrs  Clark  had  a  separate  estate ; 

.that  the  defender  knew  it ;  and  that  he  engaged 

to  bind  it.    If  the  pursuer  fails  in  any  of  these, 

and  he  failed  in  all,  then  his  case  is  gone.   They 

.  have  not  proved  the  nature  of  the  employment, 

or  tibat  he  W9S  agent  for  all  the  parties.    There 

^ ia.no  evidence. that  he  did  not  tell  them  that 

<^ia;wa8  only  a  legal  security  ibinding  the  two 

^men,  and  that  her  j:&ame  was  put  in»  thinking 

it  would  do  no  harm.     There  Bxe  ser^ral  «aaes 
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Smith      in  which  a  bond  by  a  married  woman  is  bind- 
Kemp.      ing.     There  is  no  evidence  of  damages. 

Brodie  on  Stair, 

B.  i.  T.  4.  §  16.  •  lx)RD  Chief  Commissioner. — On  the  ques- 
tion of  damages  I  wish  to  hear  farther  argu- 
ment, as  this  is  not  a  question  of  solatium  or 
ideal  damages,  but  a  claim  for  a  specific  sum  re- 
quiring  evidence. 

Jig^ey.— There  is  a  series  of  cases  holding, 
that  a  professional  person  failing  in  his  duty  is 
liable  for  the  utmost  loss  that  might  have  occur- 
red. If  employed  to  execute  a  diligence,  it  is 
incompetent  to  plead  compensation,  or  even 
that  the  diligence  was  inept.  Magistrates  of 
Linie  V.  Mac-      burghs  are  liable  for  the  escape  of  a  prisoner, 

donald,  Dec  13,  _     ,  .      ,  . 

1816.  struthers   aud  the  samc  IS  the  case  as  to  a  law  agent. 
HCJ'tP       Co^Ariwrw.— This  action  is  for  loss  actually 
3,1817/  ^^     sustained  ;  and  there  is  no  evidence  that  the 

other  parties  have  been  discussed.  Was  it  ever 
heard  of,  that  damages  could  be  given  for  breach 
of  contract  where  none  is  proved  ? 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner.-— Before  ad- 
dressing you,  I  wished  to  get  at  any  fit  terms 
in  which  to  state  the  damages.  When  I  did 
not  stop  the  case  early  in  the  day,  it  was  on 
the  supposition  that  evidence  of  the  specific 
damage  might  be  given. 


J 
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If  I  was  6ure  the  justice  of  the  case  was  Smith 
with  the  defender,  I  would  direct  you  to  find 
for  the  defender,  on  the.  ground  that  the  pur- 
suer had  not  made  out  his  case  by  failing  to 
prove  the  damage.  But  it  is  probably  better 
to  go  through  the  case,  and  to  consider  the 
terms  o(  the  issue,  and  the  bearing  of  the  evi-^ 
dence  upon  it,  independent  of 'the  question  of 
damage ;  then  I  shall  observe  on  the  damage, 
and  leave  the  whole  to  you. 

It  is  said  the  defender  ought  to  have  got  an 
heritable  bond ;  but  that  by  misconduct  he  took 
a  personal  one.  The  issue  contains  an  admission 
and  three  questions ;  and,  in  considering  the  two 
first,  you  may  leave  out  of  view  the  third.  The 
first  question  is,  Whether  the  defender,  acting 
as  agent  for  the  parties,  undertook  to  obtain, 
and  did  obtain,  a  valid  bond  of  relief  from  Mrs 
Clark  ;  and  here  the  term  bond  of  relief  is  not 
a  technical  term,  but  a  general  one.  A.  and 
R.  Clark  could  grant  such  a  bond  in  the  com- 
mon form,  but  the  other  party  being  a  married 
woman  could  not ;  and  the  question  is  as  to  a 
valid  and  effectual  bond  by  her,  which  must  be 
one  sffecting  her  property,  not  her  person. 

The  next  question  is,  whether  it  is  made 
clear  to  you  in  proof  that  she  was  possessed  of 
a  separate  estate,  and  that  the  defender  knew 
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Smith  that  she  had  such  estate,  independent  of  her 
husband  ?  There  is  no  direct  evidence  on  this 
subject,  but  there  are  two  letters  from  the  de- 
fender, which  are  material.  If  he  was  aware  of 
this,  then,  as  a  man  of  business,  he  was  bound 
to  take  care  that  the  security  should  aflfect  it ; 
and  a  man  of  business  is  bound  to  know  the  si- 
tuation of  the  parties  for  whom  he  acts.  The 
evidence  is  defective ;  but  if  the  pursuer  has 
made  out  a  prima  facie  case,  then  the  defend- 
er ought  to  have  taken  off  this  presumption 
against  him. 

The  third  question  is  the  damage,  and  this 
is  a  case  in  which  a  specific  sum  is  claimed,  and 
in  that  case  the  sum  is  essential,  and  must  be 
proved.  The  best  evidence  of  this  is  not  be- 
fore you,  owing  to  the  rejection  of  a  dodument 
on  a  point  of  form.  The  only  evidence  is  that  trf 
a  clerk  of  the  bank,  who  proved  that  L.900 
was  at  one  time  due  on  the  account,  and  there 
is  no  evidence  that  this  was  afterwards  paid. 

I  suggest  to  the  Bar  that  there  are  two  ways 
of  disposing  of  this  case,  either  by  difeMing  a 
verdict  for  the  defender,  as  there  is  no  evidence 
of  the  damage,  leaving  the  pursuear  his  redress 
-  by  bill  of  exceptions,  on  whidi  the  Court  will 
decide.  Or,  if  the  jury  are  cf  opinion  that  the 
defender  is  Kabte,  then  I  ma^  direct  them  to 
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find  the  sum  stated  by  the  bank  clerk ;  aud  the  Smith 
ather  party  will  be  relieved,  if  it  is  made  out  Kemp. 
that  this  sum  was  paid  to  the  bank.  This  last 
appears  to  me  the  best  course.  It  holds  the  de* 
fender  liable  in  the  first  instance,  but  he  gets 
relief  if  the  sum  is  paid. 

Lord  Cringletie.-— This  case  is  embarras- 
sed, but  it  is  clear  that  a  verdict  for  the  defend- 
er  would  be  contrary  to  justice,  if  the  jury  are 
of  opinion  that  he  acted  as  agent,  and  knew  of 
the  separate  estate. 

CocJcbum.r^'We  must  dissent  from  this  mode 
4»f  disposing  of  the  case,  as  the  pursuer  has  failr 
ed  0  prove  his  loss. 

Lord  Chief  CoMMissioNER.--fIt  is  not  jmt 
that  tl}e  party  should  suffer  from  this  paper 
having  been  fiib  in  only  seven,  iuatead  of  eigbt 
days  before  the  trial.  The  evil  arises  from  jmr 
•not  having  the  power  to  nonsuit^  as  in  that  i^s^ 
the  party  would  have  brought  forward  his  case 
again  ;  and  what  I  wish  is,  to  put  it  in  a  posi- 
tion in  w}iich  he  may  }uive  sm  opportunity,  of 
trying  it  again. 

J^etfM — The  ^ligation  ii^  the  bond  is  to 


410  CASES  TR1£I>  IN  Jan.  lo. 

Smith  free  me  from  demand,  and  it  is  proved  that  the 
demand  was  made.  I  doubt  if  a  bill  of  excep- 
tions would  lie. 

Cockburn.'^This  is  the  common  situation  of 

a  party  who  fails  to  prove  his  case,  and  the  re* 

medy  is  a  verdict  for  the  defender.     This  was 

the  course  followed  in  Thomson's  case,  and  in 

Clark  V.  Thorn-    ono  at  Glasgow,  where  a  document  wanted  a 

ion.    1  Mur. 

Rep.  161.  Stamp. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — There  is  no 
doubt  a  party  must  suffer  from  his  own  laches, 
but  the  Court  should  have  the  power  to  regu- 
late when  any  thing  against  conscience  and  de- 
trimental to  justice  would  follow  from  a  slip  of 
this  nature.  A  remedy  for  this  must  be  pro<- 
vided  by  the  Legislature,  as  a  new  trial  is  an 
awkward  remedy. 

The  two  cases  referred  to  were  in  peculiar 
circumstances.  ('To  the  Jury. J  You  are  tp 
4etennine  for  the  pursuer  or  defender,  accord- 
ing to  your  opinion  of.  whether  the  defender 
knew  the  situation  of  Mrs  Clark.  If  you  ai^ 
of  opinion  that  he  is  not  liable,  then  we  jget  rid 
of  the  question ;  and  my  direction  to  you  is,  that 
if  you  find  for  the  pursuer,  you  will  find  L.313, 
the  sum  drawn  from  the  bank,  as  damages,  and 
leave  the  party  to  deal  with  the  verdict  as  he 
may  be  advised. 
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Verdid;— For  the  pursuer,  damages  L.  315,      Smith 

9s.  8d.  Kemp. 

Jeffrey  and  Whigham,  for  the  Pursuer. 
Cockburn  and  Maitland,  for  the  Defender. 
(Agents,  Ad,  Hoggan^  w.  s.  T.  and  J,  Brodie,  w.  8.) 

Cockburn  moved  for  a  rule  to  show  cause        ^^^ 

Jan.  18. 

why  a  new  trial  should  not  be  granted ;  1st,  As     ^^-^^^^ 
the  radical  fact  of  the  promise  to  get  an  e£Pec*  grafted,  the 
tual  security  was  not  proved ;  2d,  The  loss  was   opiS^^hS  ccr- 
not  proved  j  and  3d,  The  defender  was  thrown    SlV5r?S 
off  his  guard  by  the  conduct  of  the  case  in   ^^  ^  ^^  ^"^' 
•Court,  as  no  one  anticipated  the  turn  it  would 
take  till  all  possibility  of  the  defender  bringing 
'evidenfce  was  cut  o£f. 


Lord  Chief  Commissioner^ — ^^I  am  ex-- 
tremely  glad  that  this  case  has  been  brought 
before  the  Court,  as  of  all  the  cases  I  have  tried 
it  gave  me  most  uneasiness  at  the  time,  from 
rnot  being  able  exactly  to  see  the  position  in 
.which  the  cause  stood.  I  doubted  at  the  time 
Jiow  far  our  decision  as  to  damage  was  right. 
.Where  the  damage  is  ideal,  then  the  giving  it 
is  in  the  minds  of  the  jury ;  but  when  the 
damage  is  real,  it  must  be  proved.  I  had  great 
difficulty  in  getting  out  of  the  dilemma  in 
which  we  were  placed}  and  particidarly  from 
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Smith  the  objection  being  taken  not  to  tbe  bond»  but 
Kbmp.  to  the  writing  on  the  back  of  it.  This  would 
^"^''''^  have  been  a  proper  case  for  a  nonsuit,  if  the 
Court  had  had  the  power ;  and  if  that  power  is 
ever  given,  in  my  opinion  it  ought  not  to  be,  as 
it  is  in  England,  vested  in  the  pursuer,  but 
ought  to  be  under  the  control  of  the  Court. 

In  this  case  I  endeavoured  to  prevail  on  the 
party  to  withdraw  a  juror,  but  this  was  reinsted. 
I  then  stated  the  case  in  various  views ;  but,  on 
the  whole,  thought  it  better  to  leave  to  th^  ju- 
ry the  question  of  employment ;  and  as  to  the 
damages,  to  take  the  sum  drawn  out  frcMn  the 
eash-account  and  interest.  The  most  material 
point  for  the  Court  to  consider  is,  whether  the 
debt  due  to  the  bank  in  1823  is  not  prima  fa* 
eie  evidence  of  damage,  to  be  taken  off  by  evi- 
dence  on  the  other  nde  ? 

1828.  J^^  showed  for  cause  against  the  rule, 

Jan.  29.  j^  That  law  presumes  the  employment  fipom 
<^ere  being  no  other  agent.  9.  ISttat  wi  offi- 
eiai  person,  if  he  Uunders  a  document,  must 
pay  the  utmost  loss  caused  by  the  blunder.  8. 
That  it  is  admitted  in  the  defences,  and  was 
-proved  at  the  trial,  that  the  pursuer  was  called 
on  to  pay  this  sum,  and  is  therefore  entitled  to 
claim  the  sum  in  the  bond.    Magistrates  of 
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burghs  and  messengers  are  liable  for  the  escape  Sum 

of  prisoners,  without  proving  that  payment  of  Kixf. 

the  debt  would  have  been  obtained  by  imprison*  ^nchrirtTsutfaer- 

ment.     If  justice  does  not  require  it  a  new  trial  ^if^L^%g2. 

will  not  be  granted.    4.  There  was  no  surprise,  j]^^'  rsi  if*"' 

as  we  went  into  eyidence,  and  the  defenders  ^^*'-  ^5*^1 

aid,  Dec.  13, 1816. 

mieht  have  done  the  same.  Dougan  v.  smith, 

®  July  3, 1817. 

Cockbum.'-^If  the  defender  is  prevented   struuieno.ung, 

J.  •     1      •        I.-  t.  r  •  Feb.  2, 1828. 

from  again  laying  his  case  before  a  jury,  every 
friend  to  this  institution  must  regret  to  see  a 
verdict  stand  in  a  case  which  was  never  tried. 
Them  is  no  evidence  of  an  undertaking ;  and  it 
is  impossible  ftr  the  Court  to  Amok  from  its 
opinion  as  to  die  damages.     In  the  eases  re-    ^ 
ferred  to  Aie  CTipIoymeot  was  to  io  a  specific 
thing;  and  the  only  question  was,  whether 
fchatwaedoM?  Even  if  the  sum  vros  paid,  there 
is  no  evidence  that  it  was  under  this  bond,  but 
there  is  no  evidence  of  payment.  '  We  ere  t<M» 
And  I  Iwpe  "will  shrays  be  told,  that  it  is  suffi- 
cient to  succeed  on  one  point ;  and  we  relied  cm 
the  opinion  of  die  Court  conmtunicated  te  os^ 
that  the  pursuer  had  fiuled  to  prove  the  damage. 

Lord  Chief  CoMMi8sioN£R«*<-«Tlie  state- 
ment by  the  Court  was,  tliat  die  pursuer  was 
eut  <Rit  ^  the  evidanoe  of  this  bond  by  the  ne* 
^ligeivee  of  an  ligeirt;,  «nd  that  that  wai»  a  eir- 
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Smith  cumstance  whicli  would  have  induced  the  Court 
Ksmp:  to  nonsuit  him,  if  it  had  had  the  power,  in  order 
^  that  the  case  might  be  brought  forward  on  the 
merits.  I  am  not  at  present  to  go  into  the  casei 
or  give  the  opinion  of  the  Court ;  but  if  on  ma* 
ture  consideration  it  turns  out,  that  at  the  trial 
there  was  good  prima  facie  evidence  of  loss^ 
though  it  did  not  then  so  clearly  appear,  then 
we  must  refuse  this  appJication. 

As  to  the  conduct  of  the  Court  at  the  trial, 
it  was  never  supposed  that  the.  Court  should 
have  the  power  of  arbitrarily  nonsuiting  a  pur- 
suer^  but  merely  that  it  would  be  desirable  that 
where  justice  required  it,  the  Court  should  have 
the  power,  in  the  exercise  of  a  sound  discretion^ 
of  aflFordiag  a  pursuer  a  means  of  ag«ii  briiigiiig 
.  forward  his  case ;  and  this  case  appeared  one  in 
which  it  would  have  been  fair  to  allow  a  {Mir- 
suer  to  retrieve  his  error. 
1828.  This  case  has  occupied  much  attention,  land 

is  one  of  all  others  in  which  the  Court  feels 
anxious.  It  was  manifest  from  the  banning, 
that  there  was  danger  that  part  of  the  Case 
would  be  decided,  not  on  the  justice  of  the  case, 
but  on  a  point  of  form.  The  Court  was  nittu- 
rally  desirous  to  relieve  the  party  from  thii^  and 
allowed  the  case  to  go  on,  and  it  was  sent  to 
the  jury.   It  is  dear,  .that,  at  the  time  the  Court 
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first  addressed  the  jury,  there  was  much  diffi-  Smith 
culty  in  getting  out  of  the  position  in  which  Kemp. 
they  were  placed.  I  saw,  that,  if  a  verdict  was 
given  against  the  pursuer,  there  was  great  di£B[- 
culty  in  getting  quit  of  it,  though  justice  might 
be  en  his  side  ;  on  the  part  of  the  defender  the 
difficulty  did  not  seem  so  great ;  but  I  thought 
he  might  get  justice,  provided  he  could  show 
that  the  money  was  not  paid.  With  this  view, 
I  directed  the  jury  minutely  to  consider  the  evi- 
dence of  employment  and  negligence,  and  if 
they  were  satisfied,  then  to  find  the  sum  stated 
in  the  books  of  the  bank  a3  the  damage. 

It  is  always  dangerous  to  allow  a  case  to  go 
on  mere  prima  facie  evidence.  I  am  now  satis- 
fied  that  this  is  not  y^voipet  prima  facie  evidence, 
and  that  the  only  remedy  is  to  allow  the  case  to 
go  to  another  jury,  where  the  pursuer  will  have 
an  opportunity  of  remedying  the  defect  of  evi- 
dence, and  the  defender  of  bringing  forward  his 
case ;  and  no  prejudice  can  be  done  to  either 
party  by  what  has  been  stated. 

When  the  case  was  again  brought  on  for 
trial,  the  parties  settled  it  by  a  compromise. 
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1828.  H0SI£  V.  BaIRD.  AND  FiNLAYSON  V.  BaIRD,  &C. 

.n.  11. 


Jan.  11. 


Finding  for  the  iHfiSE  wete  actioiis  of  damages  for  assault  ai^ 
acti^  for  ]lLi^it  wrmigous  imprisonment  broi^t  by  two  indi- 
^tri^^^      viduals  against  eertain  persqiiaat  FoUockshaws. 


Defence. — Tbe  pursuers  were  guilty  of  riot, 
assault^  and  of  aiding  tlie  escape  of  prisonens. 
The  defenders  are  a  magistrate  and  constables, 
and  were  justified  in  committing  the  pursuers 
for  eccominatioD} — ^malice. is  not  idlejged. 

ISSUES. 

**  I.  Whether,  on  or  about  the  4th  day  of 
"  June  1826,  at  or  near  Follockfih^ws,  in  the 
"  county  of  Renfrew,  the  defenders,  or  one  or 

other  of  them,  did  violently  assault  and  strike 

the  pursuer,  to  the  lossi  injury,  and  dami^ 
"  of  the  pursuer  ? 

''  2.  Whether,  on  or  about  the  said  4th  day 
"  of  June  1826,  at  or  near  the  said  place,  the 


€€ 

€€ 


1928. 


THE  JURY  COURT. 


417 


€€ 


tt 


€( 


€€ 


'^  defenders^  Thdmi^s  Baird,  Mathew  B^rd, 
"  Thomas  Baird  Junior,  William  Kesson,  Alex» 
<*  ander  Baird,  and  William  Hector,  did  wrong* 
fully  apprehend^  or  cause  the  putsuer  to  be 
apprehended,  and  did  wrongfully  confine  ihe 
pursuer,  or  cause  him  to  be  confined  in  the 
jail  of  the  said  bui^h,  to  the  loss,  injury, 
''  and  damage  of  the  pursuer?    Or« 

*<  3.  Whether,  at  the  time  and  place  afoire^ 
**  said,  the  said  Thomas  Baird  acted  in  the  la/w^ 
**  ful  execution  of  his  duty  as  a  magistrate ;  and 
<*  whether  the  defenders,  Mathew  Baird,  Tho« 
**  mas  Baird  Junior,  William  Kesson,  Alexan- 
der Baird,  imd  William  Hector,  acted  by  di- 
rections from  and  under  the  authority  of  the 
**  said  Thomas  Baird,  acting  as  aforesaid  ?*' 


« 
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V. 

Bairjd,  &C. 


Domaidson,  for  the  pursueors,  stited  the  fact&b 
and  that  the  pumuers  had  nothing  to  do  with 
the  prisonere  who  escaped. 


When  a  protest  taken  by  the  defenders  was 
given  in  eyidence, 

ffiSNpe,  SoU'Gen.^  for  the  defenders^ — This 
contdns  an  inflammatoiy  statemmt  of  the  aver- 
melnts  of  the  p^rty,  and'  is  not  fit  to  gQ  to  thie 
jury.  The  facts  ought  to  be  proved  by  the 
witness  on  oath.    This  was  ruled  at  GHJoigow. 


A  protest  taken 
by  a  notary  not 
admitted  as  evi- 
dence of  the  facts 
seated  in  it 
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HofliE  Jeffriy. — It  is  material  that  this  statement 

Bairb,  &c.  was  made  to  the  defenders  in  this  probative  in- 
strument, and  that  no  answer  was  given.  It  is 
in  the  teeth  of  all  authority  to  call  a  witness  to 
prove  fiicts  which  are  stated  in  a  regular  written 
document  recognized  by  the  law  of  Scotland. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — A  protest  is 
rejected  on  the  ground  that  it  is  not  evidence 
on  oath.  It  is  said  a  protest  is  con^ntly  re- 
ceived in  the  Court  of  Session ;  but  evidence 
to  a  court  and  jury  must  be  upon  oath,  and 
this  rule  is  fixed  without  any  doubt  as  to  the 
jury,  further  than  as  they  are  not  in  the  habit 
of  separating  what  is,  from  what  is  not  evi- 
dence. The  fact,  that  a  protest  was  taken, 
and  that  no  answer  was  made,  is  admitted,  and 
this  fact  will  go  to  affect  the  conduct  of  the 
parties.  The  witness  may  take  the  protest,  the 
letters,  and  notes,  to  refresh  his.  memory ;  and 
though  no  doubt  this  method  of  getting  the 
facts  may  require  more  time,  still  it  is  import- 
ant, as  the  witness  is  on  oath,  and  subject  to 
cross-examination.  If  a  protest  is  admissible 
evidence,  a  party  might  take  a  protest,  stating 
the  facets  in  his  own  way,  and  read  it  in  place 
of  all  other  evidence.  We  therefore  reject  this 
document. 
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The  parties  were  carried  to  Paisley  on  a  writ-        Hosie 
ten  warrant  the  day  after  they  were  appre-     Baird,  &c 

hended  j  and  the  Solicitor-General  insisted  that  ^  a^^^if 

that  warrant  should  be  produced,  as  it  had  been  pa't»c"iarfy 

•        *  mentioned  by 

mentioned  by  the  opening  counsel.    Mr  JeflFrey   ?°^^^^  i°  ope°- 

,  ''      mg  a  case,  ought 

said  it  was  only  mentioned  as  matter  on  which,    to  be  given  in 
if  the  defender  produced  it)  the  senior  counsel 
for  the  pursuer  would  remark* 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — Generally 
speaking,  when  a  paper  is  particularly  men- 
tioned, it  ought  to  be  produced ;  but  there  are 
often  things  incidentally  mentioned  which,  if 
the  party  is  to  be  called  on  to  produce  them, 
ought  to  be  noticed  at  the  time,  as  it  might 
make. a  material  alteration  in  the  conduct  of 
the  cause.  If,  however,  in  this  case  the  docu- 
ments are  producible,  I  think  they  ought  to  be 
produced. 

Mr  Je£Frey  then  agreed  to  produce  the  war- 
rant, provided  he  was   permitted  to  observe 
upon  this  part  of  the  case,  which  was  allowed   . 
by  the  Court. 

HopCf  SoL'Gen.'^This  action  is  trulyagainst 
Baird,  the  provost ;  and.  the  object  of  calling 
the  others  is  evident.  There  are  only  two  si- 
tuations  in  which  such  an  action  is  competent, 
when  the  act  proceeds  from  malice  and  without 

VOL.  IV.  E  e 
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H08IE        pf  obftble  eause,  or  when  the  peraoa  acts  from  pas- 
BAias,  &e.     sioQ  as  an  individualy  and  not  in  the  execution  of 
"^      his  duty*  Heve  it  is  clearly  made  out  that  Baird 
acted  as  a  magistrate,  and  being  under  bis  au- 
thority protects  the  others,  except  acts  of  un- 
necessary  violence  or  cruelty  are  proved  against 
fbem.     A  magistrate  is  not  liable  for  error  in 
judgment ;  and  the  only  questicm  is,  whether 
he  was  in  the  legal  execution  of  his  duty  in  the 
circumstance  of  this  case  ?    The  pursuers  have 
brought  the  actions  against  him  as  an  indivi* 
dual  for  acts*  of  individual  violence.      If  he 
was  acting  as  a  magistrate,  then  no  case  ia  stated 
a^inst  htm  fot  abuse  of  power.     Under  the 
issue  the  only  question  is,  was  the  defender 
acting  m  a  magistrate  ? 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — I  ^mil  treat 
all  these  persons  as  magistrates,  at  least  as  pro- 
tected by  the  authority  of  the  magistrate  ;  and 
from  the  attention  you  paid  to  the  evidence,  I 
shall,  without  going  into  it  in  detail,  at  once 
state  my  general  view  of  the  case. 

Magistrates  are  appointed  for  the  protection 
of  society  and  the  well-being  of  the  gov^n- 
ment  of  the  country  ;  and  for  their  protection 
in  discharge  of  their  duty  no  action  can  be 
brought  against  them,  unless  on  the  ground  of 
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malice  and  want  of  probable  cause ;  and  both  Hosie 
must  be  proved.  The  pursuer  may  make  out  Baird,  &c. 
the  malice,  and  yet  fail  if  he  does  not  prove  >— -i--' 
want  of  probable  cause ;  for  if  there  is  probable 
cause,  the  magistrate  is  protected  in  whatever 
situation  his  mind  may  be.  If  the  action  had 
been  brought  against  the  person  as  a  magistrate, 
there  would  not  have  been  much  difficulty,  as 
the  pursuers  were  in  the  jail  with  two  prisoners 
in  the  morning.  These  prisoners  make  their 
escape,  and  the  pursuers  are  found  with  them 
in  the  evening  at  an  alehouse,  at  the  distance 
of  two  miles  from  the  burgh  ;  in  these  circum- 
stances, it  would  require  strong  ground  to  shake 
the  presumption  of  their  being  parties  to  the 
escape.  If  they  had  been  ti^en  at  the  public 
house  there  was  strong  probable  cause. 

The  case  is  brought  against  the  Provost,  &o. 
as  individuals,  and  the  pursuers  were  entitled  to 
bring  it  so ;  but  the  defence  for  the  provost  is 
his  character  of  magistrate,  and  the  third  issue 
raises  that  question.  There  is  no  direct  evi- 
dence of  the  character  of  the  defenders  as  pro- 
vost, captain  of  the  constables,  &c. ;  but  their 
acting  in  these  capacities  ia  sufficient  to  defend 
them  in  the  first  instance  j  and  it  was  for  the 
other  party  to  show  that  they  were  not 
TOst,  ice* 
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We  ought  not  to  protect  magistrates  in  any- 
thing oppressive,  but  I  am  bound  to  make  the 
observations  I  have  done.  It  was  impossible  for 
the  provost  to  know  the  motive  of  the  parties  ; 
but  the  fact  is  important,  that  there  were  two 
escapes,  and  that  the  pursuers  are  present  at 
both ;  and  they  are  afterwards  found  in  the 
street  at  twelve  at  night  behaving  in  a  noisy 
and  riotous  manner.  If  the  defenders  had 
taken  up  innocent  and  peaceable  people,  this 
would  have  been  unlawful,  but  in  the  circum- 
stances it  was  not  so ;  for  by  taking  the  pursuers 
the  provost  might  have  got  the  others  ;  and  the 
circumstances  of  the  riot  are  important.  It  is 
in  evidence  that  a  stone  struck  one. of  the  consta- 
bles,  and  this  is  matter  for  your  consideration^ 
though  the  main  defence  is,  that  the  defender 
acted  as  a  magistrate,  and  not  that  the.  pursuer 
assaulted  first.  You. will  also  consider  whether 
it  is  more  probable,  that  those  who  were  in- 
flamed  by  drinking,  or  those  who  came  from 
the  proper  duties  of  Sunday >  were. t he v most 
likely  to  be  the  assailants.'  If,  on. the. whole, 
•you  are  of  opinion  that  the  defenders  were  per- 
sons acting  under  a  magistrate  against  those  who 
were  aiding  and  abetting  in  an  escape  of  prison- 
ers, you  will  find  for  the  defenders.  This  was 
not  a  case  for  a  written  warrant ;  there  was  no 
time  for  it. 
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The  want  of  a  warrant  may  therefore  be  en-  ^^^^ib 
tirely  laidout  of  view,  as  they  must  either  have  lost  Baird,  &c. 
their  prisoners,  or  taken  them  without  a  warrant. 
It  was  necessary  to  have  a  warrant  to  carry  them 
to  Paisley  next  day,  but  not  to  take  them  up  the 
night  before,  provided  you  are  of  opinion  that 
they  were  acting  in  such  a  manner  as  that  they 
ought  to  have  been  taken  up. 

The  only  evidence  of  an  assault  is  as  to  the 
son  of  the  provost ;  and  if  the  pursuers  were  as 
much  to  blame  as  him,  then  your  verdict  should 
also  be  in  his  favour. 

If  on  any  view  of  the  evidence  you  find  for 
the  pursuers,  you  must^then  consider  the  dama- 
ges. If  on  the  assault,  then  you  will  fix  the 
amount  as  against  A.  Baird.  If  you  think 
there  was  wrongous  imprisonment,  then  you 
will  estimate  the  damages  on  that  view ;  but,  in 
referring  to  what  has  been  proved  as  to  the 
state  of  the  prison,  though  it  is  matter  of  regret 
that  prisons  are  not  such  as  they  ought  to 
be,  yet  this  prison  was  not  maliciously  put  in 
the  state  in  which  it  was,  but  the  pursuers  were 
put  into  the  usual  place  of  confinement.  You 
will  protect  the  individual,  if  the  pursuers  were 
guilty  of  the  first  assault ;  and  you  will  also  pro- 
tect the  magistrate  and  those  acting  under  him, 
provided  the  pursuers  do  not  come  with  clean 
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HosiE        hindsy  and  acted  in  such  a  manner  as  to  give 
Baird,  &c.     probable  cause  to  conclude  that  they  were  aid- 
""^      ing  in  the  escape  of  the  other  prisoners. 

Verdict — For  the  defenders  in  both  cases. 


Jeffrey  and  DonaldiMn,  for  the  Pursuer. 
Hope,  Sol-Gen.  and  More,  for  the  Defenders. 
(Agents,  C.  J,  F.  Orr^  w.  s.  tT.  |-  A.  G.  EUis^  w.  g.) 


1828. 
Feb.  6. 


Jeffrey  moved  for  a  rule  to  show  cause  why 

A  ruii  granted   the  verdict  should  not  beset  aside,  1st,  as  con- 
to  show  cause  . 

why  the  verdict   trary  to  evidencc  ;  2d,  as  founded  on  misdirec* 

should  not  be  set       .        .         ■        t    i  -Kr  %•         •%  i 

aside.  tiOH  by  the  Judge  ;  Malice  does  not  apply  to 

a  case  of  this  sort,  where  the  personal  liber- 
ty was  violated,  but  to  one  for  malicious  pro- 
MiihoUmt;.  sccution.  Au  irregularity  in  the  warrant,  or 
D^7i826!'5^sh!  ttiistake  of  the  boundary  of  the  county,  will  sub- 
s"m^""Nl'^iCT  J^^  *  magistrate  ;  3d,  as  proper  evidence,  the 
8th  Dec.  1780,     protest  was  unduly  rejected. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner.— If  the  Court 
adopt  my  opinion,  they  will  grant  the  rule,  as 
it  is  most  important  to  have  the  question  as  to 
malice  and  want  of  probable  cause  sifted  to  the 
bottom.  This  part  of  the  law  is  in  such  a  situa«- 
tion,  that  inquiry  is  necessary,  in  order  that  it 
may  be  settled;  and  I  shall  not  at  present 
make  any  observation  as  to  the  manner  in  wfaick 
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the  case  may  appear  after  dificiunion.  It  was 
admitted  that  a  protest  was  taken,  and  the  re^ 
jection  of  it  was  accompanied  with  the  obser- 
vation, that  a  witness  might  be  called  to  pnsve 
the  facts. 


ntZSENT, 


HopCy  SoL-Gen.  showed  caose  shortly  against 
the  Fiife.  He  maintained  that  the  case  of  Ar- 
buckle  was  understood  to  settle  the  law,  and 
held  it  to  be  unnecessary  to  trouble  the  C(»ikt 
with  detailed  argument.  He  further  contend- 
iod,  that  under  the  issne  in  this  case  no  other 
directioii  could  haw  been  given,  than  that  the 
Magistrate  was  protected  »by  his  acting  in  that 
capacity,  since  the  case  stated  againift  lum  was 
for  wrongs  alleged  to  be  committed  ;by  him  not 
in  that  abuse  of  authority^  hut  as  acts  of  private 
outrage  done  by  an  individual :  That  when  it 
was  proved  that  the  dander  acted  as  a  magis- 
trate, the  >case  was  at  an  end  under  the  issue. 

Jigf^ey.— I  did  not  es^ct  to  be  called  en  to 
argue  the  point  that  a  regular  protest  was  evi- 
dence. On  the  next  and  important  part  of  the 
cause,  it  cannot  be  said  that  it  is  necessary  in 
all  cases  to  insert  malice  and  want  of  probable 
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Ramsay  v. 
Sprott, 
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cause  in  the  summons  and  issue ;  and  even  where 
it  is  in  the  issue,  the  jury  has  been  called  on  to 
judge  of  the  degree  of  privilege  in  the  circum- 
stance of  the  case.  It  is  improper  to  class  all 
cases  of  privilege  together,  as  the  shades  are 
infinite ;  but  in  a  case  of  assault  or  incarceration, 
where  the  person  is  invaded,  there  can  be  no 
doubt  that  it  is  not  necessary  to  prove  malice, 
but  that  it  is  sufficient  to  prove  that  the  magis- 
trate acted  illegally  and  wrongfully* 

The  general  rule  is,  that,  if  the  conduct  of 
the  magistrate  is  blameable,  if  he  acts  impro- 
perly, he  must  pay  damages.  All  the  cases  on 
the  act  1701  afford  a  presumption  that  errors 
in  judgment  are  to  be  visited  with  damages, 
and  also  where  the  forms  prescribed  by  statute 
are  violated,  and  in  cases,  as  inJug^B  warrants, 
where  the  form  is  not  prescribed. 

In  MilhoUm's  case  the  Court  of  Session  sent 
it  back,  in  order  to  correct  a  leaning  in  this 
Court  to  hold  that  malice  was  necessary*  In 
Arbuckle's  case  the  malice  is  only  stated  to  apply 
to  the  party  bringing  a  malicious  prosecution, 
not  to  the  magistrate.  In  this  case  the  facts 
prove  malice,  and  that  there  was  no  probable 
cause. 
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PRESENT, 
LORDS  CHIEF  COHHISSIOKER,  CRINGLETIX,  AND  MACKBVCIS. 


1828. 

Lord   Chief    Commissioner. — This  case       ^^%^ 
was  heard  before  all  the  Judges  except  1-iord   ^  ^/T J",^ '®' 

^o  r  fused,  the  allega- 

Cringletie ;  and  though  two  are  now  necessarily    "<>"*  ^}ps  **«' 

°  '  '^  'the  verdict  was 

absent.  I  know  that  they  approve  of  the  ludg-   contrary  to  evi- 

,         Jm  .     .  .  dence;  that  there 

ment  to  be  pronounced.     This  is  an  important   was  misdirection 

.-         ^     .  J  •      J   !•        •  by  the  judge; 

case  in  every  point  of  view ;  and  m  delivenng   and  that  evidence 
my  opinion  I  shall  reverse  the  order  followed   ^**  "^^ 
at  the  Bar. 

The  question  to  be  tried  was,  whether  this 
was  an  act  of  delinquency  by  the  defenders 
acting  as  individuals,  or  whether  it  was  a  lawful 
act  by  a  magistrate,  protecting  not  only  himself 
but  those  who  acted  under  him  ?  At  the  Bar 
perhaps  my  view  was  not  distinctly  understood 
at  the  trial ;  but,  on  the  whole,  I  think  it  will 
come  out  to  be  the  view  taken  by  the  Court, 
and  there  is  a  statute  twenty*five  years  ago, 
which  shows  that  the  principle  stated  in  this 
case  was  not  unknown  to  the  law  of  this  end  of 
the  island,  though  the  terms  malice  and  want 
of  probable  cause  are  not  those  used.  The 
terms  in  the  statute  are  bona  and  malajidey 
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HosiE        and  perhaps  they  are  better  than  those  made 
Baird,  &c.     use  of  at  this  trial,  but  the  substance  is  the 

same.     The  law  and  fact  must  be  stated  toge- 
ther. 

This  was  not  an  action  brought  in  the  usual 
way  against  certain   persons  as   magistrates, 
where  malice  and  want  of  probable  cause  is 
stated  in  the  summons  and  issue,  but  it  was 
brought   against  them  as  individuals.      The 
defence  in  this  case  was,  that  the  defenders 
were  acting  in  execution  of  their  duty ;  and 
the  question  was,  whether  it  was  better  to 
send  the  case  to  the  Court  of  Session,  to  try 
whether  malice  and  want  of  probable  cause 
should  be  inserted  in  the  sumaaoas^  or  whe- 
ther the  same  questJon  might  not  be  raised 
on  a  counter  issue,  and  it  was  thought  better  to 
raise  it  in  this  manner  ?   At  the  (trial  the  pur- 
suers  brought  a  long  train  of  evidence  showing 
the  history  of  the  case,  and  the  defenders  wisely 
left  it  to  the  jury  on  this  evideoce ;  the  ques* 
tion  for  (the  jury  was,  whether  this  evidence 
was  not  ^sufficient  to  establish  that  the  iaagis« 
trate  acted  -  lawfully  with  probable  eause,  aod 
widiout  malice  ?    Whether  there  was  sufficient 
evidence  from  which  to  draw  the  oondusion  in 
.  law  ?    [His  Lordship  then  stated  the  facts»  and 
said,]  The  law  and  fact  voa  iato  each  other, 
and  it  is  trite  law  that  a  magistrate,  seeing  such 
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persom  in  such  ciroun^tanees,  is  not  to  wait  £or        He0it 
a  warrant  to  apprehend  them.     I  lef(  it  to  the     bai&is  &e. 
jury  on  the  evidence,  to  say  whether  the  pur*       ^-^-"^ 
suers  were  night  wanderers  under  suspicious 
cir^un^tanoes ;  whedier  they  thought  it  reason* 
able  to  suspect  that  die  pursuers  had  dided  the 
escape  of  the^tsoners,  and  stated^  that,  if  they 
were  of  this  opinion,  hiw  would  not  presume 
malice ;  that  they  must,  therefore,  find  for  the 
pursuers  or  defenders,  according  to  their  opi« 
nion  on  these  circumstances. 

We  are  all  agreed  that  this  direction  was  cor«> 
rect.  But  it  is  said  the  law  of  Scotland  does  not 
allow  the  presumption  in  favour  of  a  magistrate^ 
where  the  personal  liberty  is  invaded.  In  gene- 
ral it  is  not  necessary  in  deciding  a  question  to 
go  beyond  the  point  raised  $  but  we  have  exa- 
mined ali  the  cases,  and  the  remit  is,  1st,  That 
in  ease^  where  a  magistrate  is  4M^ting  under  a 
statute,  the  Court  hai^  held  that  he  must  act 
according  to  the  statute,  or,  if  he  does  not,  he 
must  be  considered  as  going  beyond  his  powers, 
and  so  not  acting  as  a  magistrate.  2d,  The 
next  class  of  cases  are  those  of  persons  taken 
up  as  in  meditatione  fiigw ;  and  in  most  of 
these  there  has  been  a  want  of  proof  that 
the  person  was  about  to  leave  the  country, 
which  is  the  only  ground  on  which  the  magi- 
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strate  is  entitled  to  interfere.  3d,  The  next 
is  where  a  justice  decides  a  matter  of  civil  right, 
his  powers  being  purely  criminal.  These  I  hold 
to  be  quite  correct,  and  formibg  no  exception 
to  the  rule,  that  a  magistrate  is  protected  in 
taking  a  person  in  su^icious  circumstances 
without  a  warrant.  None  of  them  apply  to  the 
case  of  a  magistrate  acting  on  the  spur  of  the 
moment,  and  taking  up  persons  in  suspicious 
circumstances* 

There  was  one  case  of  great  importance  on 
this  point  decided  while  the  present  Lord  Pre- 
sident was  President  of  the  Second  Division 
of  the  Court  of  Session,  and  during  the  life  of 
the  late  Lord  Newton,  in  which  both  these 
Judges  recognize  the  doctrine  on  which  we 
proceed.  Lord  Newton  exprjssriy  grounds  his 
Macarthur  v,  opiuiou  ou  there  being  no  mains  animus  in  the 
B^Vp!  no.      magistrate ;  and  the  Lord  President  admits  the 

doctrine,  but  decides  against  the  magistrate,  on 
the  ground  that  he  acted  mala  fide,  which  con- 
firms the  doctrine  laid  down  in  the  present  case. 
If  you  translate  these  teims  into  malice  and 
want  of  probable  cause,  it  is  just  the  present 
case.  The  principle  is  clearly  stated  in  the 
case  referred  to,  though  the  whole  doctrine  is 
not  gone  into. 

By  the  introduction  of  trial  by  jury,  actions 
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of  this  nature  are  more  frequent  than  they  were       Hosie 
formerly  in  the  Court  of  Session  ;  and  there     Baird^  &c. 
is  the  authority  of  Stair,  Erskine,  and  Baron    stMrB-Tr^p. 
Hume,  for  stating,  that  proceedings  in  cases  of  §  ^'    * 
assault,  false  imprisonment,  and  slander,  are 
brought  to  more  perfection  in  England  than 
here.     Baron  Hume  says  it  would  be  well  for 
the  country  if  we  had  arrived  at  the  same  per- 
fection as  in  England.    I  do  not  on  this  ground 
mean  to  admit  decisions  in  England  as  autho- 
rity here,  nor  in  the  least  to  infringe  the  law 
of  Scotland ;  but  with  such  authority  we  think 
ourselves  warranted  in  looking  to  the  law  of 
England  for  the  principle  on  which  they  pro- 
ceed, to  admit  the  principle  where  it  is  good, 
and  reject  it  where  bad ;  and  to  act  on  the  doc* 
trine  if  it  is  good  and  sound,  and  not  contrary 
to  the  common  law  of  the  country. 

As  to  the  protest,  we  have  in  three  cases  re- 
jected protests  as  evidence  of  facts,  it  being  ad- 
mitted that  protests  were  taken.  The  admis* 
sion  of  evidence  must  depend  on  the  nature  of 
the  tribunal  which  is  to  judge  of  it ;  and  many 
things  might  be  looked  at  by  the  Chancellor, 
or  the  Court  of  Session,  which  it  would  be  un- 
safe to  submit  to  a  jury,  who  are  only  occasion- 
ally brought  together.  A  protest  on  a  bill  of 
exchange  and  some  others  stand  on  a  different 
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Jan.  19, 


footing;  but  in  an  ordinary  ease  witnesses  should 
be  called  to  prove  the  facts ;  and  rejection  of  the 
protest  is  not  rejection  of  the  fact.  On  the 
whole,  therefore,  we  refuse  the  new  trial. 


Lord  Mackenzie.— -I  concur  in  this  deci- 
sion, and  agree  that  malus  animus^  want  of  pro- 
bable  cause,  must  be  made  out.  As  to  the  pro- 
test, there  is  nothing  in  the  law  of  Scotland 
making  it  generally  CTidence,  and  it  is  iroposdible 
that  a  party  can  be  allowed  to  make  up  any 
statement  which  he  may  think  prc^r.  There 
are  cases  in  which  a  protest  may  be  held  evi* 
dence,  but  it  is  clear  this  is  not  one  of  them. 


» » 
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Innes  V.  Lord  Peterborough's  J^xecutors. 


Damages  asses-    An  aetiou  of  diEonages  by  a  tenant  agaimt  the 

sed  to  the  tenant  ,  ^  ^,  .   ^  /.  ^   -i    i 

of  an  entailed      oxecutora  of  the  propaQtor  of  an  eatailed  es- 
offaj^r^li^b^g  tate,  on  account  of  the  lease  having  been  set 

set  aside.  ^^ 

aside. 


Defence. — The  clause  of  warrandice  is  li- 
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mited.     The  original  lessee  was  aware  that  it        'nnes 

was  an  attempt  to  evade  the  fetters  of  the  en-  Lord  Peteb- 

tail.    The  defenders  are  not  liable  for  meliora-  "ExecvtohI. 
tiOBS,  but  simply  for  the  wlue  of  the  lease. 


ISSUE. 

The  issue  contained  an  admission  that  the 
lease  was  for  seventy-six  years  and  a  lifetime ; 
that  it  was  assigned  to  the  predecessor  of  the 
pursuer ;  that  it  was  reduced ;  and  that  the 
pqrsuer  was  entitled  to  recover  damages.  The 
question  was,  What  loss  and  damage,  &e.  ? 

Cochbum,  for  the  pursuer. — The  only  ques- 
tion is  the  amount  of  damage,  which  consists  of 
an  annuity  equal  to  the  rents  of  the  estate  for 
forty-six  years  and  a  lifetime,  and  of  the  value 
of  the  plantations,  roads,  and  drains  made, 
and  farm-houses,  &c.  erected  on  the  property 
by  the  tenant.  As  the  warrandice  is  absolute, 
the  loss  to  the  utmost  extent  must  be  made  up. 


Ersk.  B.  2.  T.  3. 
§30. 


A  witness,  on  cross-examination,  was  ashed 
by  whom  a  sublease  was  granted  ? 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — Are  not  the 
subleases  in  existence  ?  If  they  are,  this  ques- 
tion is  incompetent. 


If  a  sublease  is  in 
existence,  it  is  in- 
competent to 
prove  by  parol, 
by  whom  it  was 
granted. 


When  the  account  of  expenses  in  the  action    ^  tenant  whose 


lease  has  been  re- 
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Innes  of  reduction  was  given  in,  an  objection  was  at 

Lord  Peter-  first  taken  to  it  as  not  falling  under  the  issue ; 

Executors,  ^ut  the  objection  was  abandoned  on  the  Court 

,  ^T"^<^  intimating  that   they  did  not  think  it  well 

duced,  entitled  '^  ^ 

in  an  action  of        fouudcd. 
damages  to  prove 

the  expense  of  Govdon^  for  the  defenders. — The  sum  claim- 

defending  in  the        ^  .  ,  i  i  i  /• 

reduction.  ed  IS  extravagaut,  and  more  than  the  value  of 

the  estate.  The  evidence  is  merely  evidence  of 
Biayuey  on  Life  opiniou,  uot  of  fact  \  and  the  annuity  tables  are 
*""•  ^  '"•        not  to  be  trusted.     The  free  rent  is  not  fixed, 

as  allowance  must  be  made  for  tenants  not  pay- 
ing, and  other  contingencies. 

Jeffrey. — You  must  give  the  pursuer  all  she 
could  possibly  have  made  of  this  lease,  as  it  was 
not  voluntarily  given  up,  but  was  taken  from 
the  tenant. 


Lord  Chief  Commissioner* — There  is  no 
law  in  this  case  ;  it  is  purely  a  question  of  fact. 
A  party  comes  asking  damages  for  the  hreach 
of  a  lease,  and  you  are  to  consider  what  is  the 
sound  verdict  to  be  returned.  There  has  been 
evidence  of  opinion  laid  before  you  to  prove  the 
value  of  an  annuity,  which  may  assist  you  in 
coming  to  a  conclusion ;  but  these  calculations 
were  not  made  on  the- rent  paid,  but  on  a  valua- 
tion of  the  estate.  It  would  be  better  for  you 
to  take  the  actual  rent,  and  to  add  something 
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for  the  annual  value  of  the  house  and  game. 
An  annuity  for  eighty  or  one  hundred  years  is 
in  value  very  near  equal  to  a  perpetuity  ;  and 
you  should  not  limit  a  person  from  whom  his 
property  has  been  taken  to  the  lowest  sum  for 
which  the  property  would  sell.  To  the  value 
of  the  annuity  is  to  be  added  the  value  of  the 
wood.  The  expense  of  defending  in  the  action 
of  reduction  I  also  think  a  fair  claim.  It  was 
said  that  you  must  make  some  deduction  for 
the  expense  of  management ;  but  this  was  the 
case  of  a  man  of  business  taking  a  lease  as  a 
profitable  speculation,  and  with  the  intention 
of  managing  it  himself.  As  to  the  deduction 
on  account  of  tenants  not  paying,  that  is  rea- 
sonable. 


Inniss 

V, 

Lord  Peter- 
borough's 
Executors. 


Verdict — For  the  pursuer,— damages  under 
different  heads  to  the  amount  of  L.  76,500. 


Jeffrey i  Cockhurn,  Skene,  and  G»  G,  Bell,  for  the  Pursuer. 
Gordon,  FuUarton,  Lumsden,  and  More,  for  the  Defenders. 


1827. 
Dec.  13. 


The  Court  will 
not  without  cause 


Before  the  trial  an  application  was  made, 
but  resisted,  to  chans^e  the  place  of  trial  from   shown  change 

T?J-    u         I.  .       AU      J  the  place  of  tri 

Jbdinburgh  to  Aberdeen.  fixed  by  the  pur. 

Lord  CnrEF  Commissioner.— The  pursuer  Wew!' "  ^™  * 
had  the  right  to  give  notice  for  Edinburgh,  and 
the  defenders  must  show  cause  for  changing 
the  place.    As  to  the  number  of  witnesses,  this 
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CASES  TRIEP  IN 


Feb.  4^ 


Gardner,  &c.  ig  a  case  in  wbich,  from  its  nature,  great  cace 
Reekie,  &c.     should  be  taken  in  selecting  witnesses.    As  in 

the  Queensberry  cases,  we  thought  it  better 
that  they  should  be  tried  here ;  so  it  is  desir- 
able that  this  case  should  be  tried  at  a  distance 
from  the  scene  where  any  local  feeling  may 
prevail. 

If  an  application  is  made  for  a  view,  we  must 
hear  reasons  for  it,  as  at  the  institution  of  this 
Court  there  was  too  great  laxity  on  this  subject, 
and  it  is  necessary  to  restrict  the  granting  them ; 
and  I  hold  that  in  this  case  no  view  ought  to 
be  allowed.  With  respect  to  the  time  of  trial| 
the  pursuer  ought  to  consent  to  delay  the  trial 
till  a  fuller  bench  may  be  had ;  for  though.this 
is  not  a  case  of  difficulty,  yet  from  the  amcmnt* 
it  is  desirable  that  more  than  one  Judge  should 
be  present. 


PRESENT, 
LORDS  CHIEF  COMMISSIONER  AND  MACKENZIE. 


1828. 

Feb.  4. 


Finding  that  a 
usage  existed  dif- 
ferent from  the 
terms  of  the  set 
of  a  burgh  as  to 
the  election  of 
magistrates. 


Gardner,  &c.  v.  Reekie,  &c. 

1  HIS  was  a  petition  and  complaint  against  the 
^eption  of  the  Magistrates  of  the  burgh  of  Kil- 
renny  fw  the  year  1823.  The  case  was  carried 
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to  appeal,  attd  remitted  to  the  Court  of  Sessfioti   Gabdner,  &c. 
to  inifliire  into  the  usage.  Reekie,  &c. 

ISSUES. 

<^  It  being  admitted  that  the  set  of  the 
^*  faurgfa  of  Kibrmby,  in  the  ccmiity  of  Fife  (as 
^  recorded:  in  die  books  of  the  Conv^ention  of 
Royal  Bur^s,  bearidg  date  the  5tfa  Septem^ 
bar  1710),  in  so  fitr  as  regains  the  el&itim 
^<  of  the  baiiite  of  tbe  said 'bui^hy  is,  <^  that  the 
bailies  gire  in  aieet  of  nine  persons,  where- 
of they  themselves  are  always  three,'  out  of 
whicii  they  (the  borgetees)  an^  to  choosAtfae 
*^  three  babies' fmr  the  year  ensuing/ 

^^  Whether  any  and  what^  usage,  different 
'*  from  the*  saidi  set,  has*  prevailed  in  the  said 
''  burgh  for  forty  years  and  upwards,  in*  respect 
**  to  the  election  of  the  bailies  thereof,  and'at 
^^  what  period' such  usage  commenced  and  ter- 
^<  minated?    And^ 

^  ^^/Siedier'saofa  difierent  usage  did  not  pre- 
^<  vml  at  the  election'  of  baiKes^  at  Miehaehnas 
«  182S  r* 

Hopty  Sok-Geru  for  the  pnrsuersi-^The  only 
question  here  is  the  fact,  whether  any  and^hat 
usage,  &c.  ?  We  shall  prove  the  usage  for  100 
yeursi  to  have  beeo^  that  the  bailies  tent  three 
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Gardner^  &c* 

V. 

Reekie,  &c. 


Competent  to 
prove  by  parol, 
how  a  communi- 
cation was  made, 
but  if  it  was  in 
writing,  incom- 
petent to  prove 
the  contents. 


leetSi  and  that  the  election  in  1823  differed 
from  that  usuge.  Out  of  the  three  leete,  the 
person  having  most  votes  in  the  first  leet  was 
first  bailie,  although  there  might  be  more  votes 
in  favour  of  a  person  in  the  second  or  third 
leet.  By  giving  one  leet  c^  nine,  the  council 
retained  their  power  of  naming  which  of  the 
three  elected  should  be  first,  instead  of  the 
buigesses  having  this  power.  (Mr  Solicitor 
wished  to  put  into  the  hands  of  the  jury  copies 
of  certain  parts  of  the  books  of  the  bui^h,  to 
show  the  manner  in  which  the  names  were 
written ;  but  the  Lord  Chief  Commissioner  ob- 
served, that  it  could  not  be  done  until  a  foun- 
dation was  laid  for  it  in  evidence.  Mr  Soli- 
citor then  described  to  the  jury  the  different 
forms,  and  made  one  of  the  jury  write  them 
down.) 

The  first  witness  was  asked  how  the  result  of 
the  voting  was  communicated  to  the  burgesses. 

Robertson  objects.— -The  minutes  are  the  only 
evidence,  and  parol  evidence  is  incoinpetent. 

Moncreiff.  2).  F. — We  are  entitled  to  ask 
in  what  manner  the  names  of  the  persons  on 
whom  the  burgesses  were  to  vote  were  com- 
municated to  them. 


Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — The  witness 
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cannot  prove  the  contents  of  the  minutes,  but 
may  prove  the  transaction.  There  is  no  objec- 
tion to  his  answering  the  question  as  now  put. 
If  he  says  the  communication  was  in  writing, 
the  question  will  arise,  how  far  it  is  conipe* 
tent  for  him  to  prove  the  contents  ?  but  if  the 
communication  was  verbal,  he  may  prove  it. 


Gardner^  &c. 

V, 

Reekie^  &c 


An  extract  of  a  process  was  given  in  evi»   circumstances  in 

*•  °  which  a  printed 

dence,  which  referred  to  a  printed  list  of  the   Hst  referred  to  in 

,    .  Ill  .        1        A  1       an  extract  of  a 

burgesses,  appended  to  the  papers .  m  the  Ad«   process  was  ad. 
vocates'  Library.   When  that  list  was  given  in,   ^nce. 

Robertsofi. — This  extract  proves  that  a  list 
was  produced  in  an  old  process ;  but  I  do  not 
admit  this  to  be  a  true  list,  or  a  tnie  copy  of 
the  list. 

Hope,  SoL^en. — We  produce  this  to  show 
that  at  that  time  they  voted  on  three  leets. 
From  the  lapse  of  time,  no  one  could  prove 
the  accuracy  of  the  list. 

Lord  Chisf  Commissioker.^ — I  am  not 
quite  certain  how  this  bears  on  the  case  i  but  in 
considering  the  objections,  we  must  recollect 
that  this  is  a  case  of  usage,  and  going  far  back 
to  establish  a  usage  contrary  to  the  set  of  the 
burgh.  The  period  here  is  for  no  less  than 
lis  years,  and  in  cases  of  usage  and  pedigree, 
when,  from  length  of  time^  direct  evidence  is 
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Gardneb,  &c  jioi  to.he  had,  though  the  proof  mitst  be  Jiegu* 
jEiEEKTs,  &c.    lar,  the  strict  rules  of  evidence  must  be  le- 

laxad,  and  eyideoee  of  reputation  be  admitted* 
If  that  nelazsation  is  not  to  he  the  rule  here, 
tfa^n  we  ought  to  reject  what  k  now  0^red. 
If  the  document  is  one  to.  be  resorted  to,  snd 
in  whidb  thwe  is  oo  nulieal  itefect,  p^haps.  the 
relaxation  must  do  away  with  the  strict  rules. 
After  such  a  lapse  of  time,  the  call  for  the 
original  and  its  iion«production  is  perhaps  suf* 
ficient.to  show  that  it  is  not  to  be  ^und*  Tb^ 
question  then  arises,  whether  this  is  a  doou- 
ment  hearing  &ith  ?  and  it  appears  to  me  that 
it  is,  but  subjeet  to  this  observation^  that  it  is 
only  mentioned,  npt  copied  as  it  ought  to  haw 
been,  in  the  extract ;  but  it  is  a  document  laid 
up  in  the  proper  place,  and  there  is  no  <e^dence 
of  error  or  fabrication.  It  is  farther  sanotioned 
by  the  parol  evidence  as  to  how  it  came  into 
the  Library.  The  only  difficulty  is,  that  this 
printing  may  not  be  quite  correct ;  but  as  this 
is  a  case  where  the  strict  rules  are  to  he  rdaxed, 
I  think  it  admissible. 


Lord  J^ACKssziE^ir^l  am  quite  clearly  of 
the  same  opinion. 


inproTinguaage,       Auotfaer  cwituess  WSBU3  dskod  wliat  he  snder« 
ask  a  witness       stood  the  foimcr  practice  to  diaye  been. 
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Lord  Chief  CoMMiMroKER. — The  ques*  Gardnee,  &c. 

tion  ought  not  to  be  put  in  this  general  way^  Reekie,  &c. 

httt  ought  to  be,  Whether  he  was  informed  by  ^h^ThTlwd^ 

aged  persons  as  to  the  former  practice  ?    In-  ^rml^practi^. 
deed,  in  strictness  it  ought  tb  be  limited  to  the 
tndiTiduds  who  informed  him. 

At  the  dose  of  the  pursuers'  evidence  the   An  adjournment 

'•  of  partofa  tnal 

case  was  adjourned.  ^  the  fouowing 

1828, 

On  the  foUowing  day  the  pursuer  gave  in    v«^s/^ 
his  condescendence,  as  showing  the  points  and  ^o^it^  t^the 
the  form  in  which  the  verdict  might  be  re-  K^S" 

turned.  on  a  certain 

point,  special 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — You  may  put  finding,  and  not 

,  "^  ■■  ^        a  special  verdict 

this  in,  though  I  do  not  see  how  it  can  assist  »'  case,  should  be 

,  returned* 

U8»  The  finding  of  the  House  of  Lords  must 
control  or  rather  regulate  the  finding.  The 
jury  must  find  so,  that  by  the  specialty  of  their 
finding  the  Court  of  Session  may  be  able  to 
jtt^ge  of  the  leg^lily  of  the  election.  A  spe* 
dftl  verdict  or  special  case  would  not  do»  as 
they  are  calculated  to  raise  a  point  of  law; 
but  in  this  case  there  must  be  special  findings 
descrilHng  the  custom  or  usi^e,  so  as  to  enable^ 
the  Co&rt  of  Session  to  give  judgment  in  the 
cause. 

Robertson  for  the  defenders.— *It  is  diffi- 
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Garunee,  &c.   gyit  (qy  me  to  understand  the  hardship  complain- 
REEKf£^&c.     ed  of  in  this  case,  as  we  gave  the  burgesses  a  list 

of  nine  from  which  to  choose,  if  they  thought 
proper,  the  first,  second,  and  third  bailies  to 
their  respective  offices ;  and  they  plead  that  we 
should  have  limited  the  choice  of  each  bailie  to 
a  list  of  three.  The  set  of  the  burgh  is  in  our 
favour,  and  there  must  be  an  uniform  and  un- 
interrupted usage  to  alter  it.  Though  the  pur- 
suers have  produced  evidence  to  show  the  usage 
in  a  number  of  years,  they  have  passed  over 
others  which  you  must  hold  to  be  against  them  ; 
and  you  will  not  hold  that  they  have  proved 
enough  to  disfranchise  the  burgh. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — This  is  a 
question  of  fact  which  is  sent  here  by  the  Court 
of  Session,  in  consequence  of  a  remit  from  the 
House  of  Lords.  That  remit  contains  two 
parts ;  but  one  of  them  is  law  for  the  Court  of 
Session,  the  other  depends  on  your  verdict 
either  establishing  the  usage  or  not.  Whatever 
you  may  think  the  best  constitution  for  this 
burgh,  you  must  confine  your  attention  to  the 
evidence ;  and  we  must  also  attend  to  the  best 
form  in  which  to  make  the  return,  that  the 
Court  of  Session  may  be  enabled  to  judge  how 
far  the  usage  will  affect  the  set.     The  second 
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issue  may  be  first  disposed  of,  as  it  is  not  dis-    Garsnea,  &c. 
puted  that  the  election  was  not  according  to    reekie,  &c. 
the  alleged  usage. 

The  material  part  of  the  set  is  in  the  issue, 
and  being  clear,  the  pursuers  must  make  out  by 
distinct  evidence  a  clear  and  undoubted  usage 
existing  for  forty  years ;  but  if  they  have  proved 
an  inroad  on  the  constitution  more  than  forty 
years  ago,  that  raises  a  presumption  in  their 
favour  which  is  not  to  be  taken  off  by  mere 
observations  by  the  defenders.  You  must,  how- 
ever, always  keep  in  mind  that  there  is  a  much 
greater  burden  on  the  pursuer  than  the  de- 
fender ; — he  must  give  good  and  sufficient  evi- 
dence of  the  first  inroad ;  but  having  done  so, 
we  are  not  to  hold  that  the  original  constitution 
revives  every  year.  The  loss  of  records  and 
other  circumstances  may  break  the  train  of  the 
evidence. 

The  pursuer  proved  an  inroad  in  1719 ;  and 
thenl  there  are  five  or  six  years  left  out,  but  you 
cannot  expect  the  same  distinct  evidence  as  to 
every  year  in  so  long  a  period.  The  general 
principle  for  you  to  consider  is,  whether  the  pre- 
sumption is  in  favour  of  the  set  or  the  usage; 
the  pursuer  having  distinctly  proved  an  inroad 
on  the  usage  at  so  early  a  date. 

Tlie  procedure  at  an  election  was  distinctly 
proved  to  you  by  a  witness,  and  much  stress  has 
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Gardnee,  &c.     been  iaid  on  the  term  leeto,  not  leet»  bemff  used 
Rkextk, &c      in  the  minutes;  bnt  as  there  was  a  leet  for 

the  treasurer  as  well  as  the  bailies,  that  would 
justify  the  use  of  the  plural. 

You  will  first  ccHisider  whether  you  will  find 
for  the  pursuer  or  for  the  defender*  If  you 
find  for  the  defender,  that  puts  an  end  to  the 
oase*  Bat  if  you  find  fior  the  pursuer,  you 
will  let  me  know  that  you  do  so,  that  I  may 
saiggest  some  points  req>ecting  the  usage  to 
enable  you  to 'frame  yCHir  verdict,  so  as  to  secure 
a  verdict  that  will  enable  the  Court  of  Session 
to  decide  the  question. 

Verdict ^^'^  For  the  pursuers  on  both  issues ; 
*'  and  on  the  first  issue  they  find,  that  a  usage 
'*  different  from  the  said  set  has  prevailed  in 
"  the  said  burgh  lor  forty  years  and  upwards^ 
'^  in  respect  to  the  election  of  the  bailies  thore- 
^*  of :  Find  that  the  said  usc^  has  been,  that 
"  the  bailies  havfe  iMen  elected  by  three  kets 
being  given  out  by  the  eouneil  of  the  bur- 
gesses for  the  election  of  the  three  bailies  j 
"  that  the  said  three  leets  were  made  up  by 
placing  the  old  bailie^  for  the  former  year  m 
their  order  of  precedence  severally  at  die 
"  head  of  a  list  of  three  persons,  of  which  each 
^*  bailie  formed  owe  ;  that  the  said  three  leets 
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'^•have  been  dedgsated  ^and  understood  as  <^e  Ctakdmbr^  &c. 
**  first  -bailie  leet,  the  second  bailie  leet)  and  Rkekie,  See. 
^*  the  third  bailie  leet ;  that  on  these  leets 
**  thus  separated,  each  burgess  gave  a  vote  for 
**  the  Jirst  bailie,  the  second  bailie,  and  the 
**  third  bailie,  confining  his  voting  for  the  first 
*'  bailie  to  the  persons  named  in  the  first  leet, 
his  voting  for  the  second  bailie  to  those  in 
the  second  leet,  and  his  voting  for  the  third 
^'  bailie  to  those  in  the  third  leet ;  that  after 
**  the  votes  of  all  the  burgesses  who  chose  to 
*^  vote  in  the  election  of  the  bailies  were  thus 
^*  given  on  each  leet  severally,  ,t|ie  person  in 
^*  the  first  leet,  who  had  the  majority  of  votes 
**  on  that  leet,.  was  declared  to  be  duly  elected 
**^r5^  bailie^  the  person  in  the  second  leet,  who 
"  had  the  majority  of  votes  on  that  leet,  was 
**  declared  to  be  duly  elected  second  bailie, 
'^  and  the  person  on  the  third  leet,  who  had 
<^  the  majority  of  votes  on  that  leet,  was  de- 
«  dared  duly  elected  third  bailie ;  that  the 
*^  result  of  the  polling  on  the  several  leets  con- 
ducted in  this  manner  was  then  published  to 
the  burgesses  by  the  order  of  the  town-coun- 
cil without  any  order  or  resolution  of  the 
<*  council ;  and  that  thereafter  the  council  as- 
<*  sembled,  and  the  new  bailies  accepted  of 
*^  their  severd  offices  in  the  order  in  which 
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Hogg,  &&     «  they  stood  in  the  leets  as  aforesaid :  That 
Macgill,  &c.   ^*  this  usage  has  existed  from  1719  till  1818 

"  inclusive/' 

Moncreif,  D.  F.,  Hope,  SoL-Gen.,  Ivory,  and  Johnston,  for 

the  Pursuers. 
D,  McNeil,  Robertson,  and  H,  Bruce,  for  the  Defenders. 


PRESENT, 
LORDS  CHIEF  COMMISSIOMER  AKD  CftlNOLETIE. 


1828. 

March  8. 


Hogg,  &c.  v.  Macgill,  &c. 


Reduction  of  a 
deed  on  the 
ground  that  the 
granter  was  not 
of  sound  mind, 

&C. 


An  action  of  reduction  of  a  trust-deed  signed 
by  notaries,  on  the  ground  that  the  truster  was 
not  of  sound  mind,  occasioned  by  a  stroke  of 
palsy,  and  that  the  deed  was  impetrated  from 
him. 


DErENCE.— The  deed  was  framed  by  in- 
structions from  the  truster,  who  lived  eight 
months  after  its  execution,  and  gradually  im- 
proved in  health  till  within  a  few  days  of  his 
death. 

ISSUE. 

Whether  it  was  not  the  deed  of  the  truster  ? 
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A.  Macneil  op^oied  the  case,  and  stated  the     Hoqo,  &c. 

M 

facts  as  to  the  health  of  the  truster.     That  the    Macgill,  &c. 
truster  could  write  with  his  left  hand,  and     ^'*■^^^*^ 
there  was  not  proper  authority  given  to  the  no* 
taries. 

Cockburfif  for  the  defenders.-— This  plea  of  a  counsel  in 

«       .  1       •         1  •  1         opening  allowed 

express  authonty  not  having  been  given  to  the   to  state  matter 

.^   .  .      A   .     1  •        not  in  his  conde- 

notanes  is  surprise  to  us,  as  it  is  not  stated  in   scendence,  but 

.V  1  warned,  that  the 

tne  record.  veidict  wiii  be 

set  aside  if  given 
on  that  ground. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — I  do  not 
think  we  can  stop  it  at  present,  as  it  is  difficult 
to  separate  it  from  the  rest  of  the  case ;  but  the 
party  must  take  care,  as,  if  he  gets  a  verdict  on 
this  ground,  it  must  be  set  aside,  if  what  you 
state  is  correct.  If  I  could  separate  this  from 
the  rest  of  the  case,  I  would  probably  say  that 
it  was  incompetent ;  but  the  evidence  may  bear 
on  the  capacity  of  the  truster. 

Jeffrei/f  for  the  defender,  contended.  That 
there  was  a  presumption  in  favour  of  a  regular 
deed,  and  that  it  required  very  little  mind  to 
enable  a  person  to  say.  who  should  succeed  to 
his  property.  In  the  case  of  the  Duke  of  Rox-  ^^^^^  ^^' 
burghe,  his  deed  was  sustained,  though  he. had  J^fgl^*  ^^^ 
only  strength  to  name  two  out  of  three  whom 
he  proposed  to  make  his  exeicutors. 
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HoGo,  &c.         Xbis  deed;wa8  cstional;:  it  proceeded  from  the 
Macgill,  &e.   party^.  was  pabUcly  and  deliberately  executed 

before  respectable  persons  ;  aad  it  is  suffiment 
that  he>was^  capable  of  judging^  of  eacdi^  legacy 
separately,  though  he  might  not  recolleefc  the 
whole.  He- lived  for  months  after  making  the 
deed;  Yeamust  faold.it  as  executed  on  tlie'day 
when.be  was  in  best  healtb after  ibe  dateo£tiie 
deed. 

LOBD    ChEBF   CjQMMi66IOKER>*-«This*   is    a 

dK>rtt  issue  ^  snd  tbejquestion  for  you  to-  try  un;- 
der  it:  is,. wbetfaer  tins',  deed  was  the  fise^and 
imoonstrainedy  oc  the.circuanveilted  adriof  this 
perscsis?'  YoismoydirewoHtofyDuroiNi^eia^ 
tion:  what  was  ^  said  as»  to  authority:  not  -  havtiug 
been  gi^en  ta*tfae»notEnrieSy  as  thctve  is  no  evr** 
deuce  impeadubg  the  T^ulaarkiy  of  the  execu- 
tion of  the  deed.  It  is  said  the  dwsd  is  unfair 
and  partial,  but  this  is  a  regular  deed,  and  there 
isi  notbif^  law  moos  raaqpects .  than.  ff.  regular 
deed^  If  there  is  no  deed, .  thenrdaw  dktribittes 
the  e&cts^  but  v^exa  there  is  a.  tegular  deed 
by  a  penien  in  a  sound  state  of  mind^  that  deed 
must  regukte  the  sueeassixRt  p  and  we  arer  bmA 
entitled  torinquiredntotfaagroinidsvpoii'Wliidi 
OBie  person^  is  ^  pieforred  tos  anotbec. 

The  questien^  heoe  is  'the  edacity  of 
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person,  who  had  been  aflSbcted  with  palsy,  wbich     Hooo,  &c 
no  doubt  aflEects  the  mind,  and  froquieiitly  to  a   MacoiU,  &e. 
great  degree. 

In  this  case  the  person  for  a  certain  time  lost 
the  use  of  his  speech  and  understandif^)  h^ 
they  were  restored  to  a  certain,  de^ee ;  and 
the  question  is^  whether  they  were  so  far  re- 
stored that  he  vm  enipoble  of  cairrying  on;  the 
train  of  reasoning  necessary  to  the  esecutiKm 
of  this  deed  ?  A  deod;  of  thi&  nature  does  not 
require  the  same  degree  of  mind  as  in  mukiAg 
a  bargain.  In  the  case  of  a  will,  it  is  sufficient 
to  be  able  tn^.  judge  of.  a  tprefefen^>^  and  to  be 
capable  to  e«pires£k  it.  (Hiq  Lord^bip^.then 
st^ed  the  foatfi  giv^n.  in  evidence^  and  said,) 
It  is  difficult  to  say  whether  he  understood  the 
whole  de^d  at,  on€€i»  as  he  coaid.not  cmj  a 
detail,  in  his  mindi .  but  he  was.  eapi»hle  of 
judging  of  e^cb  p9^t  m  it  was  preamti^  to  hii«» 
and  it  wa^  proper,  fof  the  ag(^nt»  to  dri^w  the 
deed  as. the  instrm^ipn&were  pi;<]y)e^ly  givw  in 
detail,  Tl»epre  is  evid^oe  of  this  party  forgetr 
ting  names,  and  at  one:  time  of  a  tojtal  want  of 
recollection ;, but  he  immediftt^y  recovered  hitn* 
self,  and  the  ohsqurity  which  ciime  over  his 
mind  w^  dispelled  at  the  time*  Evidence  waii 
given  of  bis  capacity  a&^  thfi  ei^ecutipn  of  tb^ 
deed,  hut  that;  can.  only  he  receivedt.  provided 
he  recoUeptisd  the  execution  of  the  deed* 
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A  rule  granted 
to  show  cause 
why  a  verdict 
should  not  be 
set  aside. 


3  Mur.  Rep.  36, 
123,  and  1  Mur. 
Rep.  341. 

Grant  on  New 
Trials,  159  and 

170. 


It  is  his  capacity  at  the  time  to  which  we 
must  look)  and  the  deed  is  not  to  be  set  aside 
if  he  was  capable  of  understanding  it  in  detail, 
though  not  capable  of  dictating  it  from  begin- 
ning to  end.  The  medical  evidence  is,  that 
he  was  capable  of  understanding  distinct  pro- 
positions ;  and  the  other  evidence  shows  that 
he  assented  to  the  different  parts  of  the  deed 
when  read  to  him,  and  lived  for  many  months 
after  the  deed  was  executed,  and  knew  that  he 
had  made  a  deed. 

The  Court  granted  a  rule  to  show  cause  why 
the  verdict  should  not  be  set  aside. 

Robertson  showed  for  cause  against  the  rule. 
That  the  one  notary  had  acted  on  the  faith 
of  the  other,  without  inquiring  into  the  state  of 
the  truster's  mind.  The  question  is,  whether 
he  had  capacity  to  execute  this  deed  ?  not  whe- 
ther he  could  express  a  preference  for  an  indi- 
vidual. The  facts  given  in  evidence  proved  him 
incapable,  and  this  was  a  case  of  fact  left  on  the 
evidence  to  the  jury ;  and  although  the  Court 
might  have  come  to  a  different  conclusion,  was 
it  so  clear  a  case,  that  you  will  overturn  the 
verdict  ?  In  the  cases  of  Watson,  Brydon,  and 
M'Niell,  the  Court  refused  to  interfere ;  and 
this  is  more  dangerous  than  a  case  of  damages, 
as  a  question  of  capacity  is  purely  for  the  jury. 
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LoBD  Chief  Commissioner. — In  England,  Hogg,  &c. 
questions  on  the  validity  of  a  will,  whether  on  Macgill^^^ 
the  ground  of  capacity  or  any  other,  are  in  a 
situation  which  makes  it  not  so  easy  to  derive 
from  them  the  principles  on  which  new  trials 
are  granted  as  from  other  cases.  Whenever 
there  is  real  property  they  are  tried  in  an  iaction 
of  ejectment,  and  as  this  is  an  iKStion  that  may  be 
brought  as  often  a&  the  party  chooses,  the  CcmrS 
refuse  to  aid  him  by  granting  a  newtriaL 

J^^^.—^-This  is  not  a  case  of  contrary  evi- 
dence of  fact,  bat  of  contrary  opinions ;  and  the 
error  is  rath^  in  law  than  faet,=  and  consists  in 
the  degree  of  capacity  which  the  jury  held  to 
be  necessary  to  the  maidng  such  a  deed  ;  and 
the  interference  of  the  Court  is  necessary  to 
correct  this  misunderstanding.  It  was  clear 
the  ^viiiebce  of  the  medied  gentleman  was 
given'  under  this  erroneous  impression,  and  I 
agree  that  the  Court  are  net  to  go  near  the 
limit  where  the  jury  are  td  judge  of  the 
of  evidence. 


Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — This  was  a      jjff24. 
question  on  tbe^  validity  of  a  trust-deed  or  lattar       ^^^ 

.  A  New  Trial 

will  of  a  man  of  business,  who  was  in  the  full  granted  on  the 

exercise  of  his  faculties  until  he 'had  an  attack  fu^may  not^ 

VOL.  IV.  o  g 
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Sheeiff 
Stein's  Assia- 

NXE8. 


CASBft  TftlEP  IHr 


March.  14, 


July  182a 


dirturbed.  The  Court  are  of  opixdon  thatthift 
has  not  been  sufficiently  taken  into  conndfira-^ 
tion  by  the  jury»  perhaps,  frou)  its  not .  hay- 
ing  been  so  pointedly  stated  to  them  as  it  might, 
have  been.  We  think  it  has  not  received  all 
the  consideration  which  it  ought  to  have  done,. 
and»  therefor^  that  a  new  trial  ought  to  be 
granted. 

The  case  was.  again  set  down  for  trial,  but^ 
the  parties  settled  it  by  a  compromise. 


RobertMon  and  A,  M'NeU,  for  the  Pursuers. 
Jeffrey,  Cockbum,  and  Maitland,  for  the  Defenders. 
(Agents,  James  Bridget^  w.  s.  ^  J.  H,  Loihiatiy  w.  s.) 


1828. 
MaichU. 


PEESEXr, 
Loans  CHIEF  C0MMIS8I0XER  AKB  CRINGLETIE. 


Sheriff  v.  Stein's  Assignees. 


in  An  action  of  count  and  reckoninsr  to  recover 

which  a  mer-  ▼.    •     .     ...  ..»^.  i   v-.ttb...    .  .  :^  • 

chant  in  London  the  balance  of  the  price  of  a  certain  quantity  of 

was  found  en-  ,..  ,        -ii-      -■/.      •■'  >•' 

titled  tooommis-  wiusky  transmitted  ^.the  defender. 

non  and  dd  cre^ 
dere  commission. 

D£]^Nc;&.*7-The.  defendjer  rendered  an  ac- 
count to  the  person  in  the  management  of 
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Stein's  sffiiirs,  who  gtaated  a  discharge  for  the       Sheeiff 
balance,  and  did  not  object  to  the  charge  for  Stein's  assig- 
commission  made  by  the  defender. 


NEE6. 


ISSUES* 

'*  It  being  admitted  that  the  cotopany  carry- 

*  ing  oii  business  as  distillers  at  Canonmills  un- 
<^  der  the  firm  of  John  Stein,  delivered  to  James 

*  Shetiff  one  hundred  puncheons  of  whisky, 

*  upon  the  conditions  stated  in  a  letter,  dated 

*  Canonmills,  SOth  fibbruary  181S ;  and  that 

*  upim  the  conditions  also  stated  in  the  said 

*  letter,  bills  to  the  amount  of  L.  6417,  9s., 

*  dra'wn  by  the  said  firm  of  John  Stein  upon 

*  James  Sheriff,  were  accepted  by  the  said 
^  James  Sheriff,  and  that  new  bills  were  granted 

*  for  the  said  sum. 

**  It  being  also  admitted  that  the  said  com- 

*  pany  of  John  Stein  became  bankrupt  on  the 
<^l3d  day  of  July  1812,  before  the  said  new 
^  bills  became  due,  and  that  the  said  whisky 

<  was,  dturing  the  month  of  August  1812,  sbid 

<  by  the  said  James  Sheriff  for  the  sum  of 
«L.7285,0s.6d. 

^*  It  being  alto  admitted  that  the  sum  of 
'  L.&417»  98«  a  part  of 'the  produce  of  the 
^'said  price,  was  applied  in  payment  of  the  said 
'-new  bills. 
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V. 
8 
NEE8. 


^Sheriff  «  It  being  also  admitted  that  James  Sheriff 

Stein's  AssiG-   **  retained  the  sum  of  L.  180,  17s.  6d.  as  com* 

<*  mission  on  the  sale  of  the  said  whisky,  and 
<*  the  smn  of  L.  108,  10s.  6d.  as  del  credere 
<*  commission  for  guaranteeing  the  said  price  of 
«  L.  7235,  Os.  6d. 

^<  Whether  the  said  James  Sheriff  was  en- 
*<  titled  to  retain,  as  commission  on  the  said 
^*  sales,  the  said  sum  of  L.  180,  17s.  6d.  or 
^<  any  other  sum? 

<*  Whether  the  said  James  Sheriff  took  bills 
*<  for  the  said  sum  of  L.  7^35,  Os.  6d.  and  was, 
"  or  is  entitled  to  retain,  as  del  credere  com- 
<*  mission  on  the  said  bills  for  L.  7^35,  Os.  6d. 
*<  the  said  sum  of  L.  108, 1  Os.  6d,  or  any  other 
"  sum  ?" 

Rutherford^  for  the  pursuer. — In  this  case 
it  has  been  laid  on  us  to  show,  that  by  the  usage 
of  trade  we  are  entitled  to  retain  the  commis- 
sion mentioned  in  the  issue.  An  agent  is  en- 
titled to  commission  when  he  takes  charge  of 
selling  goods,   and  interposes  his  mercantile 

to^d  co.*2eth    ^^®^^**  Taking  the  original  letter  and  the  usage 
Feb.  1826.         of  trade,  we  are  clearly  entitled  to  commission 

on  the  sale  ;  and  sale  on  credit  being  necessary, 
we  are  also  entitled  to  del  creefere  commission. 
On  the  6th  of  August,  Mr  Stein  executed  a 
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trust  in  favour  of  Mr  Gibson-Craig  and  ano-       Shibiff 

ther,  and  the  English  commission  was  not  is-  Stein's'assig. 
sued  till  the  8th,  and  could  not  affpct  the  set-  ^^^^- 

tlement  made  with  the  trustees. 

When  a  power  of  attorney  granted  to  Mr  a  oondewen. 

Gibson,  by  those  at  one  time  in  the  manage-  d^e^uT^^'' 

ment  of  Stein's  afiairs,  was  tendered  in  evidence,  on  Ac^l^of* 

Forsyth  and  Cockburn  object,  There  is  no  1^"'r^t^to 

proof  of  the  commission  under  which  this  was  Sw^Mtenroi 

granted.  f  ^^P^'?' "«»«» 

^  to  give  m  evi-  ' 

Jeffrey. — It  is  the  title  on  which  the  other   ^®°"  5»  "^"^^ 

,  ,  ,  act  of  homologB- 

party  raised  their  action,  and  they  cannot  ob«   tionbyanautho- 

t        •;  rized  party  a» 

jeCt  to  It*  eoDclusive  of  the 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — It  certainly 
struck  me  that  there  was  no  proof  of  the  com- 
mission  under  which  these  powers  were  grant- 
ed \  and  were  the  original  cause  here,  I  would 
have  no  hesitation  in  saying,  that  this  power  of 
attorney  was  not  to  go  to  the  jury  without  proof 
of  the  authority  by  which  it  was  granted.  But 
this  is  not  a  case  in  that  situation  \  and  I  shall 
feel  extremely  distressed,  if  I  have  to  turn  par- 
ties round,  in  order  that  the  case  may  be  again 
tried  when  they  have  got  evidence  of  this  com- 
mission. The  position  of  this  case  is,  that  the 
defenders  here  are  the  pursuers  of  the  original 
accounting,  in  which  a  contest  arises  as  to  the 


cause. 
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Shsbiff       right  to  ordinary  and  del  credere  commission. 
Stein's*  AssiG-   These  are  the  two  questions  to  be  tried  ;  and 

though  the  remit  from  the  Court  of  Session  is 
general,  it  must  be  controlled  by  the  previous 
judgments  in  the  cause.  Lord  Pitmilly  origi- 
nally, and  then  the  Second  Division  decide,  that 
no  commission  is  due ;  but  on  a  petition  against 
this  judgment,  the  questions  now  before  us  are 
raised,  and  the  Court  order  a  condescendence 
and  answers.  The  case  is  sifted  with  the  view 
of  preparing  the  issue,  and  certain  admissions 
are  made;  but  there  is  no  admission. of  this 
commission.  It  is  also  important  that  thei^ 
is  no  order  who  shall  be  pursuer ;  and  in  the 
original  action,  the  pursuers  had  to  mijce  out 
their  right  to  recover  the  balance.  This  is  a 
case  sent  to  this  Court  in  order  to  inform 
the  Court  of  Session  on  two  points ;  and  we 
having  made  the  original  defenders  the  pur- 
suers, they  are  not  prepared  with  tliis  evidence, 
which  they  probably  would  have  .been,  if  origi- 
nally pursuers.  Had  this  been  a  case  in  Eng- 
land sent  by  the  Lord  Chancellor,  the  first  part 
of  his  order  would  have  been,  that  the  commis- 
sion should  be  admitted,  and  this  question  could 
not  have  arisen.  Is  it  fit,  then,  that  thi&  Court 
should  be<;alled  on  to  turn  a  party  round,  when, 
according  to  justice,  it  ought  to  go  on,  and 
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when  the  defender  knows,  and  has  for  seven       Shb&ibf 
years  acted  on  the  assumption,  that  this  com-   STEiN'sAtno^ 
mission  exists  ?    As  it  appears  to  me  at  pre- 
sent, we  cannot  enforce  such  a  rule  in  sach  cir- 
GiiBistuices. 

CacArie/m.— They  are  pursuers  in  this  branch 
of  the  case,  which  is  of  the  nature  of  a  counter- 
claim. This  is  not  a  power  of  attwney  granted 
by  us ;  and  we  deny  that  there  waa  any  autho- 
rity to  grant  such  a  power.  If  they  will  meet 
us  fairly  on  the  usage,  which  is  truly  the  point 
here,  this  question  does  not  arise;  but  they 
bring  this  forward  to  get  at  a  settlement  said  to 
have  been  made  with  Mr  Gibson ;  and  if  that 
settlement  is  good,  the  case  could  not  have  been 
here.  Admittibig  this  will  turn  us  round  on 
a  point  which  was  not  sent,  while  re|e(^ng  it 
will  not  turn  them  round  on  the  only  question 
which  was  sent.  This  brings  to  a  point  the 
utility  of  the  general  issue,  which  is  most 
important,  if  the  parties  are  kept  strictly  to  the 
facts  in  the  condescendence  and  answ;^!s,  but 
if  not,  the  general  issue  becomes. a  mere  trap, 
and  most  inconvenient  for  obtaining  justice. 

Jeffrey. — We  admit  that  all  the  points,  ex- 
cept the  right  to  recover  the  commission,  is  set- 
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Shempf       tjgj.     The  question  at  present  is  simply  whe- 
Stein's  Assig-   ther  we  are  entitled  to  see  the  commission  under 

which  the  other  party  acts ;  and  it  is  not  denied 
that  there  was  a  commission  in  favour  of  the 
persons  who  granted  the  power  of  attorney. 
We  deny  that  the  only  question  is  the  usage ; 
it  is  the  right  to  retain  the  commission ;  and  we 
say,  that  what  we  now  produce  along  with  the 
other  evidence  bears  on  that  point.  We  admit 
what  is  stated  from  the  record,  but  the  whole 
cause  is  sent  here. 

Lord  Chief  Commission£:r.<— I  shall  in 
this  case  follow  a  course  a  little  different  from 
what  is  usual,  and  we  shall  consult  together 
before  giving  our  decision.  *  But  before  do- 
ing so,  I  wish  to  be  sure  that  I  understand 
the  purpose  for  which  this  is  offered.  As  I 
understood  Mr  Rutherford,  he  said  he  was 
not  to  confine  the  evidence  to  the  usage,  but 
to  strengthen  it  by  evidence  of  transactions 
by  authorized  parties.  Is  it  meant  to  make 
a  separate  point  of  this  as  an  act  of  homolo- 
gation by  an  authorized  party  ?  If  it  is, 
this  differs  from  usage,  and  I  think  ought 
to  have  been  objected  to  at  the  time  it  was 

*  Their  Lordships  retired  for  this  purpose. 


NEE8. 
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stated ;  but  I  wish  to  know  to  what  extent        She&iff 
this  is  to  be  used,  without  saying  what  effect  it   Stein's'assig. 
may  have  on  our  decision. 

Rutherfi)rd.^^l  stated  it,  and  hold  it  to  be  a 
complete  and  separate  gi*ound,  which  by  itself 
settles. the  case ;  but  also  as  bearing  on  the  other 
points,  and  as  evidence  of  the  usage. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — This  is  one 
of  the  cases  in  which  a  Court  necessarily  feels 
a  considerable  degree  of  anxiety ;  and  since  we 
retired,  we  have  gone  repeatedly  through  the 
condescendence  to  see  what  it  contains,  and 
have  compared  it  with  the  opening  for  the  pur- 
suer, and  the  proceedings  in  the  Court  of  Ses- 
sion and  in  this  Court.  The  issue  is  quite  ge- 
neral ;  and  the  question  here  rests  on  the  con- 
descendence and  answers,  as  they  came  from 
the  Court  of  Session. 

The  proposition  of  the  pursuer  is,  that  under 
the  issue  he  is  entitled  to  try  whether  this  is 
not  settled  by  this  claim  having  been  made 
against,  and  sustained  by  an  authorized  attor- 
ney of  an  authorized  party.  In  looking  into 
the  condescendence  and  answers,  there  is  no 
averment  that  can  apply  to  this  transaction 
with  Mr  Gibson,  though  it  was  before  the 
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Sheriff  Court  of  Session  in  the  other  parts  of  the  case. 
Stein's  AssTo-  This  is  a  questiou  of  law  arising  out  of  the 
^^^®*  documents,  which  they  might  have  decided, 
and  which  it  is  to  be  presumed  they  have  al- 
ready decided,  or  may  y^t  decide  >on  considera- 
tion of  the  documents ;  i^d  what  we  do  h^re 
does  not  prejudice  the  queMioB,  hdw  far  that 
transaction  settles  the  cftse. 

The  evidence  now  offered  is  to  establish 
this  transaction,  and  there  are  Vltrious  points 
both  of  form  and  substance.  In  form,  there  is 
a  want  of  evidence  of  the  Original  authority  from 
which  the  authority  to  Mr  Gibsoii  flowed,  and 
that  could  not  be  got  without  a  commission  to 
examine  witnesses  in  England ;  but  it  would 
be  wrong  to  stop  it  on  this  point  of  form. 
But  the  objection  in  substance  is  more  mate- 
rial. Suppose  he  had  a  power  of  attorney, 
and  acted  on  it,  is  that  within  the  question 
which  we  are  to  try  ?  There  are  only  two  ar- 
ticles in  the  ccmdescendence  and  answers  which 
have  any  tendency  to  enlarge  the  question,  but 
they  do  not  affect  it,  as  they  each  r^er^specifi- 
cally  to  the  usage  as  fixing  the  amount  of  the 
commission  to  which  he  is  entitled.  On  more 
fiiU  consideration  I  am  satisfied  that  we  must 
exclude  all  question  as  to  anything  beyond  the 
practice.    The  practice  6f  trade-in  respect  to 
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commissipn  is  the  only  que9tk»i  which  we  are.       Sheriff 
to  try;  an4  if  we  were  .to  try  the  actings  of  Stein's' Assig* 
Mr  Gibson,  that  is  a  question  which  tlie  Court  ^^^^' 

of  Sessioa  had  pqwer  and  the  materials  to  try, 
and  therefore  would  not  have  sent  it  to  a  jury. 
If  they  have  doubts  as  to  any  fact  on  that  part 
of  the  case,  they  may  still  send  an  issue  upon  it, 
and  it  will  then  be  brought  to  an  end  in  this 
Court,  But.  if  we  aUow  it  at  present  it  will 
have  the  prejudioif^  effept  of  construing  a  ge- 
neral issuoj  jio  as  to  ^diiiit  evidence  under  it  of 
matter  npt.cont^iniEH)  in  the . con4e£icendence 
and  ws^^r^i.^  iai^d  J  have  always^  stated,  when 
my  attentJQP  hM  bee^idrai^  to  it,  that,  tbpugh 
the  is«UQJs^etterivIs.th<9  avennenta;  tO:b© proved 
mu9t^,  b^  .m^de.with  j^eoisiw,  in  the  conde^en- 
dence  and  answers  to  €(ecu;ce  ag^ini^t  surprise, 
and  ^  the  .evideofie.. should  not  be  extended  to 

maAt^r  not  aye]:<:edM.  This.is.whtfjconstitutes 
the  adyaptage  iji  pleading  whioh  we  ei^oy  over. 
England,  thstt  here  each  party  must  state  arti- 
culately the  joature  of  their  case  ;  and  in  the 
present  instance  the  averments  are  most;  arti- 
culate. I  should  therefore  be  wrong  if  I  ad- 
hered io. my  original  opinion }  for  even  if  the 
commission  were  here,  and  showed  that  there 
was  authority  for  the  <  power  of  attorney »  .we 
could  not  a^nit, evidence. of  acts  by.  Mr  Gib^ 
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son.  I  wish  the  Court  of  Session  had  pro- 
nounced a  more  articulate  interlocutor ;  but  if 
we  are  wrong  they  will  correct  us,  and  I  court 
a  Bill  of  Exceptions.  On  this  record  we  can- 
not admit  evidence  of  Mr  Gibson's  acts  as 
concluding  this  cause. 


But  competent 
to  prove  the 
authority  under 
which  that  party 
acted  as  a  cir- 
cumstance in  the 
case^ 


It  was  then  suggested  that  the  evidence 
should  be  admitted  to  show  who  was  in  the  os- 
tensible  management  of  the  estate,  and  that  the 
pursuer  must  be  allowed  to  prove  the  facts  and 
circumstances  under  which  the  power  was  grant- 
ed. This  was  opposed  by  the  defender,  on  the 
ground  that  it  was  subverting  the  meaning  of 
the  Court  of  Session  in  sending  the  case,  which 
was  merely  to  try  the  usage,  and  that  to  it  alcme 
the  evidence  must  apply. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — There  is 
great  difficulty  in  giving  an  abstmct  rule  ;  but 
when  the  party  brings  forward  distinctly  what 
he  means  to  prove  in  a  particular  instance,  we 
shall  then  tell  him  whether  we  think  it  coihpe* 
tent  under  this  record ;  but  at  present  it  ap- 
pears that  you  are  bound  to  make  out  a  ge- 
neral practice  applicable  to  this  particular  branch 
of  trade.  Before  deciding  how  Mr  Gibson's 
acts  are  to  be  proved,  you  must  show  how  they 
bear  upon  this  question.   The  opinion  I  deliver- 
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ed  was  restricted  to  the  rejection  of  them  as  Shkriff 
conclusive  of  the  case  ;  but  I  am  ready  to  admit  Stein's  Assig- 
,  them  as  applicable  to  the  case  of  usage.  The  -  J^^J'^ 
pursuer  may  prove  the  res  gestae^  but  he 
must  prove  them  by  legal  evidence.  The 
difficulty  of  the  case  lies  here,  that  they  are 
entitled  to  prove  the  res  gestae.  They  say 
the  power  of  attorney  is  part  of  that  proof ; 
but  it  is  objected  that  this  is  not  sufficient 
to  sanction  its  admission.  I  am  averse  to 
turning  parties  round  on  a  matter  of  form ; 
and  I  shall  be  glad  if  there  is  any  other  evi- 
dence by  which  it  can  be  made  out  independent 
of  the  power  of  attorney ;  but  if  there  is  not  I 
must  admit  it.  The  simple  way  to  dispose  of 
the  case  is  to  admit  his  acting,  to  consent  to 
withdraw  a  juror,  and  allow  the  Court  of  Ses- 
sion to  dispose  of  the  case. 

This  proposal  was  objected  to  by  the  pursuer. 

When  Mr  Gibson-Craig  was  called  as  a  wit- 
ness, it  was  objected  that  he  was  a  party,  and 
reference  was  made  to  Lord  Fife's  case.     On    ^  ^'Voo^^P'  ^^^ 

and  138. 

the  other  side  reference  was  made  to  the  case  of 
Watson  V.  Hamilton.  \^'  »•?• 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — It  may  hap- 
pen that  obstructions  arise  which  are  difficult 
to  be  got  the  better  of  \  and  this  case  has  taken  a 
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course  which  scarcely  any  one  has  done  ;  and 
should  the  same  course  be  followed  throughout,- 
I  shall  not  have  bodily  strength  to  sit  to  the 
conclusion  of  the  case.  During  the  thirteen 
years  I  have  presided  here,  and  devoted,  I  may 
say,  my  whole  time  and  attention  to  this  Court, 
and  I  trust  not  uselessly,  there  has  no  sin^ar 
case V occurred;  and  I  wish  to  impress  on  th^e 
minds  of  those  who  practise  here^  that  it  is  only 
by  a  united'  effort  that  trial  by  jury  can  be 
brought  to  perfection  in  this  country.  It  is 
fortunate  that  I  now  ^ddresB-myself 'to  persons 
so  well  acquainted  with  the  practice  hete,  and 
who  know  what  has;  been  done  and  remains  to 
be  done. 

As  this  .difficulty  «ould  not  have  arisen  had 
the  issues  remained'  as  originally  drawn,  the 
difficulty  will  be  obviated  by  •  returning  to 
them,  and  considering  this  as  a  report  to  the 
Court  of  Session.  From  what  has  been  decid- 
ed, it  ought,  to  be  the  object  of  parties  now  to 
go  into  the  evidence  of  the  usage^^and  that  the 
jury  should  find  for  the  pursuer  or  defender,  ^iC^ 
cording  to  the  proof  of  the  lusage. 


In  proving  usage  J^ffi^^* If  the  pUTpOSe  tS  tO  prCVffit  thc  JU- 

nbietor^rti/   ry  from  finding  any  thing  but  the  practice  of 
^aT^f  ^    trader  I  admit  that  after  this  decision  I  cannot 
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dhrject ;  but  if  it  is  intended  to  prevent  me  from        Sheeiff 
proving  the  facts  and  circumstancesi  of  course  I   Stein's  Assro- 
cannot  acquiesce.  ^^ 


Cockhurn. — We  are  most  anxious  to  try  the   **»"^^  ^"*  ^ 

^  proTed,  and  then 

general  usage  of  trade,  and  not  the  acts  of  one   »*«  appUcation  to 

^  ^  ...  theparttcular 

gentleman ;  and  as  the  admissions  in  the  issues  <»>«. 
bring  out  the  facts,  the  party  ought  to  put  the 
letter  into  the  hands  of  the  witnesses,  and  ask 
whether,  under  such  an  agreement,  the  party 
is,  by  the  usage  of  trade,  entitled  to  such  a  com- 
mission ? 

LoRB  Chief  Commissioner. — Putting  my- 
self in  the  situation  of  the  Judges  in  the  Court 
of  Session,  and  holding  that  the  question  is, 
how  my  judgment  is  to  be  satisfied  that  aU  the 
&cts  of  the  ease  are  before  me — that  I  wish  in- 
formatioii  on  the  usi^e  as  to  common  and  del 
credere  commission — the  proper  way,  I  should 
think,  was  to  go  into  proof  of  the  usage  in  the 
abstract  or  general  case,  and,  if  necessary,  to  ap- 
ply it  to  the  case  in  question.  If  the  general 
usage  is  sufficient  to  give  the  information  re- 
quired, then  it  is  annecessary  to  go  farther.  I 
am  therefore  of  opinion,  that  the  party  ought  to 
go  into  the  evidence  of  usi^e  in  the  first  iiu 
stance,  afnd  if  it  is  nnt  sufficient,  then  the  Court 
may  say  what  is  to  be  done. 

VOL*  IV.  H  h 
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Lord  Cringletie. — This,  it  appears  to  me, 
may  be  got  at,  and  ought  to  be  got  at.  Sup- 
pose Mr  Gibson's  transaction  out  of  the  ques- 
tion, is  not  the  usage  the  same  ?  and  if  the 
jury  find  that  there  is  no  usage,  what  is  there 
to  hold  them  bound  by  the  transaction  with 
Mr  Gibson  ? 


In  a  question  on 
the  usage  of 
trade  as  to  pay- 
ment of  com- 
mission, is  it 
competent  to 
prove  that   the 
charge   was   ad- 
mitted  by   the 
person  in   the 
management  of 
a   bankrupt 
estate? 


A  witness  was  called,  and  a  question  asked. 
What  is  the  practice  when  an  account  is  sent 
to  and  settled  by  the  person  in  the  ostensible 
management  of  a  bankrupt  estate  ? 

Cockburn. — I  object.  That  this  is  indirectly 
getting  into  the  actings  of  Mr  Gibson. 

Jeffrey. — I  only  ask  a  verdict  on  the  usage 
as  applicable  to  this  case  ;  but  to  prove  this  I 
must  prove  that  Mr  Gibson  required  an  ac- 
count of  the  sales,  and  got  it,  and  correspond- 
ed on  the  subject.  If  they  object  to  Mr  Gib- 
son being  called  on  the  ground  of  his  being  a 
party,  I  can  show  authority  for  calling  him. 


Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — It  occurs  to 
the  Court  that  there  is  a  great  body  of  evidence 
as  to  the  usage  of  trade,  and  this  is  met  by  of- 
fering evidence  of  particular  facts.  We  hold 
the  case  to  be  one  of  usage,  and  that  a  return 
is  to  be  made  to  the  Court  of  Session  on  that 
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point.  Every  thing  else  is  before  the  Court  of  Sheeipf 
Session — the  account — the  date  of  the  coxn^  Stein's  Assig- 
mission — whether  Mr  Gibson  had  full  autho- 
rity to  act.  All  these  arise  out  of  the  docu- 
ments before  the  Court  of  Session.  They  may 
not  be  absolutely  excluded  from  the  proof  here ; 
but  much  the  most  correct  course  is  to  let  it  go 
to  the  Jury  on  the  fact  of  usage  unencumbered 
with  any  thing  else,  unless  any  point  is  raised 
by  the  defender  as  to  the  authority,  in  which 
case  you  may  establish  the  facts.  This  ought 
to  be  held  as  a  question  of  usage  applicable  to 
the  facts  of  the  case. 

Cockburn^  in  opening  for  the  defenders,  said, 
The  question  here  is  the  principle  on  which 
the  case  is  to  be  settled ;  and  from  what  has 
been  decided,  you  are  bound  to  hold  that  **  en* 
*^  titled''  in  the  issue  means  entitled  by  the  usage 
of  trade.  You  must  take  usage  in  the  sense 
in  which  it  is  expounded  by  lawyers,  and  must 
not  take  the  opinion  of  the  witnesses,  but  the 
facts  from  which  their  opinion  is  drawn.  The 
usage  must  be  consistent  with  the  common  law, 
must  be  uniform,  and  can  only  apply  to  similar 
cases,  and  cannot  be  transferred  from  cases  of 
consignation  to  a  case  of  pledge.  In  the  pre- 
sent instance  the  case  of  the  pursuer  depends 
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on  confounding  them.  When  goods  are  con* 
signed,  a  sale  is  the  object  from  the  first,  and 
the  commission  is  due  for  the  trouble  of  watch- 
ing the  market,  and  the  del  credere  is  due  to 
the  consignee  for  guaranteeing  the  price.  But 
in  this,  which  is  a  case  of  pledge,  there  is  no 
one  of  the  requisites  to  entitle  the  party  to  the 
commission.  The  goods  were  merely  deposited 
in  security,  and  were  sold  for  the  benefit  of  the 
pledgee.  It  is  said  the  Court  found  that  bank- 
ruptcy entitled  the  party  to  sell ;  but  they  did 
not  find  that  they  were  entitled  to  sell  on  com- 
mission. The  verdict  in  this  case  will  decide  a 
very  large  sum. 

As  to  del  credere  commission  there  is  no 
evidence  that  they  guaranteed  the  bills. 

Jig^ey*— We  were  ready  to  prove  this,  but 
were  not  allowed. 


Lord  Chief  CoMMissioNER«<-^There  is  no 
doubt  a  consignee  is  bound  to  guarantee  by 
the  general  law,  and  in  this  case  the  party  act- 
ed as  consignee  or  {dedgee,  and  his  name  ap- 
peared on  the  bills. 

CTo  the  Jurjf.) — The  Court  have  been 
very  anxious  in  this  case,  and  from  the  atten- 
tion you  have  paid  to  it,  I  am  sure  you  feel 
equally  anxious  to  get  at  the  justice  of  this 
case.     In  the  early  part  of  the  day  a  proposi- 
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tion  was  maintained  which  has^  on  the  sugges-  Shbeivf 
tion  of  the  Courts  been  abandoned  with  can*«  Stxin's  Assia. 
dour,  and  any  impression  made  by  the  state- 
ment of  it  must  be  banished  from  your  minds, 
and  the  case  considered  simply  on  the  pure  evi* 
,dence  applied  to  the  issue  and  the  letter.  It 
were  vain  to  state  to  you  the  effect  of  what  hat 
been  done  by  the  Court,  as,  if  it  was  wrong  the 
other  Court  will  correct  it.  If  it  is  right  it 
may  regulate  other  cases,  but  if  it  is  wrong  it 
can  only  affect  this  case,  as  the  other  Court 
will  correct  it  if  we  have  misunderstood  their 
intention  in  sending  the  case  j  and  in  this  way 
it  can  only  affect  the  few  hundred  pounds  here 
in  dispute,  not  the  larger  sums  to  which  allu*^ 
sion  was  made* 

The  issues  are  general }  but  the  question  to  be 
tried  is  the  practice  and  usage  of  trade,  and 
you  will  return  a  verdict  applicable  to  this  con- 
fined view  of  the  case,  by  finding  for  the  pur. 
suer  or  defender.  How  the  usage  is  to  be 
affected  by  the  letter  will  afibrd  matter  for  ob- 
servation. We  hold  the  sale  to  have  been 
good,  but  that  the  Court  wished  information 
as  to  the  usage  and  practice,  and  on  this 
there  has  been  a  body  of  evidence  of  consider** 
able  importance  as  applicable  to  the  commis- 
sion, which  is  of  two  different  characters. 
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The  first  is  the  commission  due  for  the  care, 
management,  and  sale  of  the  goods,  and  has 
nothing  to  do  with  responsibility  for  the  price. 
The  other  is  different,  and  is  the  sum  due  to 
indemnify  the  commission  agent  for  the  risk  he 
runs,  where  he  is  responsible  for  the  price  if  the 
purchaser  fails,  and  is  due  by  the  general  law 
in  the  cases  which  have  been  stated.  Here  the 
case  is  rather  different ;  but  still  had  Stein  re- 
mained solvent.  Sheriff  must  have  remained  re- 
sponsible for  the  price.  The  question  is  put, 
Whether  he  took  bills  ?  and  if  you  are  satisfied 
that  he  did  so,  and  that  the  usage  is  made  out 
as  applicable  to  this  case,  he  is  then  entitled  to 
this  commission  also.  It  is  said,  however,  that  ' 
the  usage  proved  does  not  apply  here,  as  the 
power  to  sell  was  conditional ;  but  he  was  en- 
titled to  sell  if  Stein  did  not  retire  his  bills, 
and  as  Stein  was  bankrupt,  it  is  clear  that  he 
could  not  retire  them.  Can  it  therefore  be 
said,  that  Sheriff  did  wrong  in  taking  advantage 
of  a  good  market  ?  He  had  a  right  to  sell  if 
Stein  did  not  retire  the  bills,  and  as  Stein  be- 
came bankrupt  before  they  became  due,  he 
could  not  retire  them  ;  therefore,  the  unfavour- 
able turn  in  Stein's  affairs  brought  Sheriff  into 
a  situation  in  which  he  had  a  right  to  sell ;  and 
if  the  usage  is  made  but  to  your  satisfaction 
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on  the  evidence,  then  he  is  entitled  to  the  del 
credere  commission. 

It  is  said  the  commission  would  have  been 
mentioned  in  the  letter  if  it  had  been  intend- 
ed ;  but  if  the  commission  is  due  by  law  and 
usage,  then  it  was  unnecessary  to  mention  it. 
If  you  are  satisfied  that  he  was  in  a  fair  situa- 
tion to  sell,  then  the  evidence  of  usage  applies 
in  substance,  though  not  in  terms,  to  this 
transaction. 

The  case  has  been  left  to  you  on  the  evi- 
dence for  the  pursuer,  and  observations  for  the 
defender ;  and  I  assent  most  entirely  to  what 
was  quoted  from  Mr  Bell,  which  is  consistent 
and  rational ;  and  there  is  no  doubt  that  the 
usage  and  practice  is  not  matter  of  opinion,  but 
fact.     Some  of  the  evidence  in  this  case  was 
mere  opinion ;  but  there  was  evidence  of  a  dif- 
ferent description.     The  witnesses  were  cre- 
dible and  well  informed,  and  gave  evidence  ge- 
nerally as  to  the  usage  at  various  places  ;  and 
if  that  is  not  controlled  by  the  observations  on 
the  other  side,  you  will,  I  havie  no  doubt,  hold 
it  made  out.     If  I  have  put  the  proper  con- 
struction on  the  instrument,  then  the  period 
had  arrived  at  which  it  was  fair  to  sell ;  and  you 
are  to  say  whether,  according  to  the  evidence  of 
the  usage,  he  was  entitled  to  the  commission, 
but  you  are  not  to  fix  the  amount. 


Sheriff 
v. 
Stein's  Assig- 
nees. 
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Brown  Vetdict — For  the  pursuer  two  and  a-half 

CuTHiLL,  &c.   per  cent,  of  sale  commission,  and  one  and  a- 

half  per  cent,  del  credere  commission. 

Jeffrey,  Rutherford,  and  Napier,  for  the  Pursner. 
Forsyth,  Cockburn,  and  Sandford,  for  the  Defender!. 
(Agents,'  Walker^  Richardson,  ^  MelwiUey  w.  s.  and  Danid  Filter.) 


PRESENT, 
LOfiDS  CHIEF  COMMISSIONER  AND  CBINOLETIE. 


1828. 

March  2a  BrOWN  V.  CuTHILL,  &C. 


Finding  that  a     ^^  actiou  agaiust  law-agents  to  recover  L.17OO 
law.  agent  having   jg^j  ^q  ^.jigip  cHeut,  ou  thc  grouud  that  they 

wrongfujly  mis-  '  ^  ^ 

represented  the     misrepresented   the   nature  of   the    security 

security  to  be  *  ^ 

given  by  his       granted. 

client,  was  per- 
sonally  liable  for 

°^"*^  Defence. — The  defenders  gave  the  descrip- 

tion of  the  property  which  they  got  from  their 
client,  and  did  not  act  corruptly.  There  is  no 
evidence  that  the  pursuer  was  deceived,  or  that 
he  has  sustained,  or  will  sustain,  any  loss. 

ISSUES. 

"  It  being  admitted  that  on  the  Syth  day 
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"  of  January  18S6,  the  pursuer  advanced  the       Bmown 
<«  sum  of  L.  1700  in  loan  to  Hamilton  WiU  Cuthill,  && 
**  liam  Garden,    merchant  in   Glasgow,   for 
**  whom  the  defenders  represented  themselves 
**  as  agents,  on  the  security  of  certain  houses 
**  in  the  said  city. 

*'  It  being  also  admitted  that  the  said  sum 
'*  has  not  been  repaid,  and  that  the  said  Ha* 
^*  milton  William  Garden  has  left  the  country 
"  insolvent 

**  Whether  the  defenders,  or  either  of  them, 
**  wrongfully  misrepresented  the  nature  or  value 
**  of  the  property  upon  the  security  of  which 
'*  the  said  money  was  advanced,  to  the  loss  and 
**  damage  of  the  pursuer  ?" 

Cockbum  opened  the  case,  and  stated  the 
facts,  and  said,  This  was  a  fraudulent  misre^ 
presentation,  as  it  was  stated  that  the  security 
was  certain  shops  and  dwelling-houses  rented 
at  so  much,  whereas  the  buildings  were  only 
erecting  at  the  time  ;  and  the  defenders  must 
have  known  the  fact.  The  claim  is  not  for 
damages,  but  restitution  of  an  admitted  sum, 
and  the  question  is  wrongful  misrepresenta- 
tion. 


A  protest  taken  by  one  of  the  defenders  was  a  notorial  pro. 

^      J        J-  •!  ji-^j^  tert  not  admitted 

tendered  m  evidence  and  objected  to.  m  evidence. 
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Brown 

V, 
CuTHILLj    &C. 


Lord  Chi£f  Commissioner. — The  protest 
is  no  evidence  of  the  facts  stated  in  it,  which 
must ,  be  proved  by  testimony  upon  oath ;  but 
a  witness  may  refresh  his  memory  by  the  protest. 
But  in  this .  case  the .  notary  is  in  a  peculiar  si* 
tuation,  as  he  is  also  the  agent  in  borrowing 
the  money. 


Incompetent  to  A  wituess  was  askcd  whether  he  believed 
P;^;^*itv<S7hrt  that  the  defenders  knew  the  state  in  which  the 
Wat?       houses  were. 

Lord  Chief  Commissio^r. — You  cannot 
ask  bis  belief. 


Cleghoin  v.  Rid- 
dell,   June  20, 
1826.    Taylor 
V.  Richards,  &c. 
4th  June  1824. 
2  Sh.  App.  Ca. 
251. 


Jeffrey^  for  the  defender. — This  is  an  anxi- 
ous and  unequal  case,  as  it  is  an  action  against 
an  agent,  not  by  his  employer,  but  by  the  op- 
posite party,  against  whom  it  is  his  duty  to 
defend  his  client.  The  pursuer  must  come 
against  his  own  agent  if  there  is  any  ne- 
glect. It  is  only  for  direct  fraud  that  the 
defenders  coUld  be  liable,  and  even  in  that 
case  the  Court .  looks  with  suspicion  at  the 
claim.  In  the  present  instance,  the  defenders 
had  no  interest  in  the  loan  ;  and  at  the  time  it 
was  made  their  client  was  believed  a  man  of 
great  wealth.  The  rent  must  refer  to  the 
rents  for .  which  the  houses. would  let  at  the 
next  term. 
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Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — In  this  case  Brown 
I  shall  state  to  you  the  question  on  which  your  Cut  hill,  &c. 
verdict  is  to  be  returned,  and  the  prominent 
part  of  the  evidence  on  which  the  case  rests  ; 
and  in  doing  so  I  shall  not  incur  any  risk  of 
infringing  the  principle  laid  down  at  the  Bar. 
The  action  is  brought  to  recover  a  sum  of 
money  lent  to  another  through  the  defend- 
ers i  and  there  is  no  doubt  that  in  the  first  in- 
stance, for  negligence  the  agent  of  the  party 
would  be  liable  ;  and  that  it  is  only  the  wrong- 
ful and  deceitful  conduct  of  the  defenders 
which  can  render  them  liable.  The  question 
in  the  issue  is  wrongful  misrepresentation. 
(His  Lordship  then  went  through  the  evi- 
dence, and  said,)  There  is  pregnant  evidence 
going  far  to  establish  the  ground  of  the  action  ; 
and  if  there  is  deceitful  and  wrongful  conduct 
made  out,  then  the  pursuer  is  not  bound  mere- 
ly to  claim  the  difference  between  the  value  of 
the  houses  and  the  sum  lent,  but  is  entitled  to 
claim  the  whole,  as  there  was  a  want  of  good 
faith.  The  motive  or  purpose  of  the  defend- 
ers does  not  appear ;  but  it  is  su£Scient  if  the 
transaction  is  tainted  with  deceit. 

I  have  some  doubt  whether  the  evidence 
brought  this  home  to  Cuthill,  or  only  to  his 
partner  TumbuU  ;  but  when  I  find  it  a  com- 
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Bailby  &  Co.   pgny  transaction,  and  all  the  entries  made  in 
Patebson.     the  company  books,  I  am  not  prepared  to  say 

that  a  verdict  should  not  go  against  both  ;  and 
if  you  find  for  the  pursuer,  then  this  will  annul 
the  transaction. 

Verdict— For  the  pursuer. 

Monereiffy  D.  F.  Cockbum,  and  Cuninghame,  fbr  the  Parauer. 
J^rty^  Skene,  and  MacoUan,  for  the  Defenders. 
(Agents,  Wm,  Dougta9^  w.  s.  and  Joi*  Adan^  w.  s.) 


■» 1 1  ■■  ■ » 


PKESSNT, 

iiOmiM  CHixr  coxxisflioKER,  cnnroLETiE,  and  maccekzib. 


182a 

March  20. 


Bailet  &  Co.  V*  Paterson. 


A  p^°JJ^'"    An  action  to  recover  payment  of  an  account* 

goods  without 
objectioii  is  lia- 
ble for  the  price,       DEFENCE* — The  articlcs  fumishcd  were  not 

though  he  proves 

tfaeminsufficieDt.   accordiug  to  ordcr — ^were  of  inferior  quality, 

and  quite  unfit  for  the  purpose  for  which  they 
were  ordered,  and  when  used  caused  damage 
to  the  defenderit  The  chaise  for  packages  is 
inadmissible. 


ISSUES. 


^*  Whether  the  pursuers  sold  and  delivered 
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♦«  to  the  defender  the  glass  retorts  mentioned  b^^^^^  ^  ^^' 
"  in  the  account,  No.  2  of  process,  for  the  pur-  Patkrsow. 
^*  pose  of  distilling  oil  of  vitriol  j  and  whe- 
**  ther  the  defender  is  indebted  and  resting 
**  owing  to  the  pursuers  in  the  sum  of  L.  33, 
*'  @s.  9d.  Sterling,  as  the  price  of  the  said 
'*  retorts,  and  expenses  of  package,  with  inte- 
rest from  the  10th  day  of  April  1826,  oi: 
any  part  of  the  said  principal  sum  and  inte- 
rest, as  the  price  of  the  said  retorts  and 
package  ?** 


it 
cc 
i< 
u 


Robertson^  for  the  pursuers. — It  is  admitted 
the  retorts  were  furnished ;  and  no  intimation 
of  their  insufficiency  was  given  for  many 
months  after.  They  were  manufactured  of 
good  materials,  and  with  the  greatest  care ;  and 
the  defenders  were  bound  to  inspect  them,  and 
give  timeous  notice.  If  necessary,  I  am  ready 
to  refer  to  Mr  Bell's  Commentary,  and  many 
eases  in  support  of  this. 

J^ffi^t/,  for  the  defenders. — The  deficiency 
is  not  one  which  is  discoverable  by  the  eye, 
and  notice  could  not  be  given  till  the  defici- 
ency was  ascertained.  The  evidence  of  the 
care  with  which  they  were  manufactured  is  of 
no  use,  as  we  shall  prove  that  they  all  broke ; 
and  having  suffered  by  the  loss  of  commodity 
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Bailev  &  Co.   which  they  were  intended  to  hold,  the  question  J 

Paterson.     is,  whether  we  are  to  be  cut  out  of  this  by  the  ^ 

"^""^"^^^  delay  in  giving  the  notice  ?  This  depends  both 
on  law  and  fact ;  and  notice  in  reasonable  time 
means  from  the  date  at  which  the  defect  was 
discovered,  as  we  were  not  bound  to  try  them 
on  arrival.  They  are  not  articles  of  a  perish- 
able nature  requiring  immediate  intimation. 

A  pursuer  hav-         A  witucss  for  the  defenders  having  stated 

ing  proved  gene-  ,  .     • 

rally  that  his  ma.   that  at  a  different  vitriol  work  there  were  many 

Qufacturc  w&s 

good,  the  defen.  rctorts  brokcu,  was  asked  whether  he  inquired 

evidraMthat\Td  whcrc  they  were  manufactured  ? 
nished  to  ano-  Rooevtson. — It  IS  uot  Competent  to  prove 

ther  party.  ^^^  ^j^^  pursucr  was  iu  thc  habit  of  furnishing 

bad  retorts ;  the  only  question  is  as  to  the  par- 
cel in  question ;  and  unless  they  prove  them 
made  at  the  same  time,  the  evidence  is  not 
good. 

Jeffrey. — It  is  for  the  jury  to  decide  as  to 
this  parcel ;  but  the  evidence  is  good  to  meet 
the  allegation,  that  the  breakage  was  from  our 
carelessness.  It  is  also  good  to  show  that  the 
same  defects  existed  in  the  same  article  furnish- 
ed by  the  same  dealer. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — The  diflR- 

,  culty  rests  in  the  time  not  being  fixed.     If 

these  had  been  made  at  or  near  the  .same  time. 
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or  if  it  had  been  proved  that  they  were  sent  at   Bailey  &  Co. 
the  same  time  to  Glasgow,  it  might  have  been     Paterson. 
admissible ;  but  can  we  go  back  to  a  time  when      ^^ 
there  might  be  different  workmen  and  mater- 
rials  employed  in  the  manufactory  ?     Another 
difficulty  is,  that  the  pursuers  have  given  evi- 
dence as  to  the  good  quality  of  the  retorts  ge«- 
nerally  furnished  by  them,  and  the  defender 
cross-examined  the  witnesses   without   objec- 
tion ;  and  I  am  at  a  loss  how  to  stop  the  in- 
quiry now.      If  questioned  at  first  I  would 
have  thought  this  incompetent,  biit  res  non 
sunt  tntegr€e. 

Lord  Cringletib. — I  do  not  think  that 
because  one  question  is  got  in  this  way  that  we 
are  therefore  bound  to  allow  the  inquiry  to 
proceed  \  and  it  does  not  appear  to  me  that 
because  one  set  of  retorts  are  bad,  it  is  any  evi- 
dence to  prove  that  those  in  question  were  bad. 
Thero  is  no  offer  to  prove  that  the  two  sets 
were  made  out  of  the  same  metal,  and,  there- 
fore, I  think  the  evidence  inadmissible. 

Lord  Mackenzie. — The  difficulty  is  the 
one  stated  by  your  Lordship.  The  pursuers 
call  evidence  to  prove  these  retorts  good  ;  and 
*they  do  so  by  proving,  that,  from  the  care 
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Bailey  &  Co.  taken,  Eod  the  nature  of  the  materials  employ- 
Patseson.  ed,  bad  retorts  cannot  go  out  of  the  manufac* 
'"""'"'^^'^  tory.  These  witnesses  are  cross-examined  j 
and  an  offer  is  now  made  to  meet  the  eridence 
in  chief,  by  proving  that  bad  retorts  did  go  out 
of  the  manufactory ;  and  having  admitted  the 
one,  how  can  we  exclude  the  other  ? 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — If  the  pure 
question  had  been  before  us,  I  would  not  have 
thoiight  this  competent;  but  there  being  a 
body  of  evidence  as  to  the  goodness  of  the  ma- 
terials and  the  manufacture,  I  cannot  say  that 
this  evidence  is  inadmissible  now.  We  admit 
it  on  the  limited  ground  that  the  pursuer  was 
allowed  to  give  evid^iice  to  estaUiish  a  presump- 
tion that  the  retorts  were  good. 

A  witness  was  aft^wards  eaUed  who  was 

A  person  whose 

remuneration  de.  employed  by  the  dander,  and  the  amount  of 

pends  on  the  •»  ' 

profit  made  at  a    whoso  remuneration  depended  on  the  profit  of 

manufactory  an  ^  ^^       *  ,         ^ 

incompetent  wit-   the  manufiictiire.    On  the  one  idde,  it  was  con- 
nufactory.^         tended  that  this  rendered  him  a  donnant  part- 
ner of  the  defender.     On  the  other,  this  was 

2  BeU'8  Com.      denied,  and  reference  was  made  to  Mr  Bell's 
62L  (626,  4th    Commentary. 

Lord  Chief  CoMMissrovBiu — There  may 
be  a  difficulty  as  to  whether  this  iiwcfet  could 
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be  used  against  him.     But,  as  he  betters  his  Bailey  &  Co. 
situation  in  life  if  the  defender  succeeds,  we     Paterson. 
are  of  opinion  that  the  witness  cannot  be  exa-      ^-^v^-'*-' 
mined. 


Forsyth^  for  the  pursuer,  contended,  That 
there  was  clear  evidence  that  the  retorts  made 
by  the  pursuer  were  good,  and  that  there  was 
no  evidence  that  those  alleged  to  be  bad  were 
those  sent  by  the  pursuer ;  but  if  they  were,  the 
defender  broke  them  all  in  succession  before  he 
gave  notice  to  the  pursuer. 


Fisher  v.   Sa- 
inuda,  1  Camp. 
Rep.  193. 


Lord  Chief  Commissioner.— This  is  an 
action  to  recover  the  value  of  certain  retorts 
and  crates,  which  is  resisted  on  the  ground  that 
they  were  bad.  To  this  the  pursuer  says,  they 
were  not  bad;  ^nd  if  they  were,  you  did  not  do 
what  will  entitle  you  to  state  the  objection. 
The  Court  have  no  doubt  on  the  law,  and  the 
question  is  on  the  evidence.  If  the  case  rested 
on  the  evidence  for  the  pursuer,  perhaps  it  was 
not  fully  made  out  that  the  retorts  were  good, 
as  there  was  a  want  of  identification  ;  but,  tak- 
ing the  admissions  and  the  other  circumstances, 
we  must  hold  the  goods  identified.  The  in* 
sufficiency  of  the  goods  is  strongly  made  out 
by  the  defender,  and  if  the  question  had  been 
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Bailey  &  Co.   simply  OD  this  point,  the  verdict  must  have 
Faterson.      been  for  him.     But  the  insufficiency  of  the 

goods  strengthens  the  case  against  him,  as  the 
goods  being  proved  bad,  it  was  necessary  for 
him  either  to  return  them,  or  to  desire  that 
they  might  be  taken  away.  Instead  of  doing 
so,  however,  he  uses  them  gradually ;  and 
when  ordering  the  second  parcel,  merely  ob- 
jects to  the  size,  not  the  quality  of  the  first. 
If  the  fact  is  made  out  to  your  satisfaction,  the 
Court  have  no  doubt  that  the  verdict  should  be 
for  the  pursuer. 

The  goodness  or  badness  of  the  article  is  not 
the  question ;  but  whether  there  was  such  ne- 
gligence on  the  part  of  the  defender  as  in  law 
will  prevent  him  from  pleading  this  objection. 
If  the  evidence  has  the  complexion  which  I 
have  stated,  then  there  was  no  notice  in  reason- 
able time,  as  the  same  witnesses  who  proved 
the  badness  of  the  article  proved  also  that  no 
notice  was  given  at  the  time. 

Verdict — For  the  pursuer. 

Forsyth  and  Robertson,  for  the  Pursuers. 
Jeffrey  and  Rutherford,  for  the  Defender. 
(Agents,  James  Stuart*  8.  s.  c.  and  A,  C.  Homdeny  w.  s.) 
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KiNGAN 

V. 

Watson,  &c. 


PRESENT, 
LORDS  CHIEF  COMMISSIONER,  CRINGLETIE,  AND  MACKENZIE. 


KiNGAN  V.  Watson,  &  Watson  i;.  Kingan. 


1828. 
March  21  &  22. 


Xhese  were  mutual  actions  of  damages  for  de-    Damages  for  de. 
famation,  the  parties  having  mutually  accused 
each  other  of  being  the  author  of  certain  anony- 
mous letters. 

Tlie  parties  agreed  that  both  cases  should  be 
tried  by  the  same  juiy,  and  that  the  evidence 
in  both  should  be  laid  before  the  jury  at  the 
same  time ;  but  the  case  of  Kingan  v.  Watson 
being  the  leading  case,  Mr  Kingan  shall  be 
termed  pursuer,  and  Mr  Watson  defender,  in 
the  following  report. 

Defence  for  Mr  Watson. — The  pursuer 
made  the  same  accusation  against  the  defender 
•—the  defender  had  reasonable  ground  to  be- 
lieve that  the  pursuer  was  the  author  * — there 
was  no  malice. 

For  Mr  Kingan. — The  report  was  univer- 


The  defender  afterwards  pleaded  the  Veritas. 
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EiNGAN       sal,  and  the  defender,  though  he  may  have  re- 
Watson.  &c.   peated  it,  did  so  less  frequently  than  his  neigh- 
bours. 

ISSUE. 

<<  It  being  admitted,  tbati  during  the  years 
<'  1822,  1829,  1824,  and  1825,  a  great  num- 
**  ber  of  anonymous  letters  were  written  and 
<'  transmitted  to  certain  individuals,  of  a  num- 
ber of  families  residing  in,  or  connected  with 
the  parish  of  Govan,  in  the  county  of  Lanark, 
containing  gross  and  obscene  allusions,  and 
abominable  insinuations,  and  charges  of  im- 
proper  and  immoral  conduct  against  the  par- 
ties,  or  the  near  relations  of  the  parties,  to 
**  whom  the  said  letters  were  transmitted,  and 
**  containing  matter  offensive  and  insulting  to 
**  the  said  parties,  and  calculated  to  hurt  the 
*^  feelings  of  the  individuals  to  whom  they  were 
*'  addressed,  and  to  create  dissensions  in  famir 
**  lies,  and  to  destroy  friendly  intercourse ;  and 
containing  matter  of  so  abominable  a  descrip- 
tion, that  whoever  was  guilty  of  writing  or 
transmitting  the  said  letters,  knowing  their 
contents,  ought  to  be  branded  with  infamy 
^*  and  banished  from  society  : 

'^  Whether,  at  various  times  and  places,  in 
**  and  near  Glasgow,  during  the  yeaiis  1825 
*<  and  1826,  or  either  of  them,  the  defender  did 


« 


it 
« 


it 
<c 
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"  falsely  and  calumniously  state  or  insinuate  to      Kinoan 
"  various  persons,  that  the  pursuer  was  the   Watson^  &c. 
**  author  of  the  said  anonymous  letters,  or  any 
**  of  them,  or  was  concerned  in  composing  the 
"  said  letters,  or  any  of  them,  or  in  transmit^ 
ting  the  said  letters,  or  any  of  them,  know- 
ing the  contents  of  the  same,  to  the  injury 
and  damage  of  the  pursuer  ?  *  Or, 
It  being  admitted,  that  the  letters  forming 
''  Nos.  18,  19,  20,  21,  22,  30,  31,  49,  50, 76, 
77,  79,  80,  81,  82,  83,  84,  and  85  of  pro- 
cess  Kingan  against  Watson,  and  No.  19  of 
the  process,  Watson  against  Kingan,  are  part 
**  of  the  said  anonymous  letters  : 

"  Whether  the  pursuer  did  write  and  trans- 
**  mit  the  whole,  or  any  part  of  the  anonymous 
'*  letters  last  aforesaid,  or  did  transmit  the 
^*  whole  or  any  of  them,  knowing  the  contents 
"  of  the  same  ?** 

Jeffrey^  for  Mr  Kingan,  the  pursuer. — This 
is  a  singular  and  painful  case,  being  that  of  two 
persons  in  a  superior  situation  in  life  accusing 
each  other  of  being  the  author  of  letters  admit- 
ted to  be  of  an  infamous  nature.     The  fact  of 

*  The  parties  agreed  to  go  to  trial  on  this  general  question, 
instead  o^  taking  a  separate  issue  as  to  each  occasion  on  which 
the  calomny  was  uttered. 
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KiNGAN  the  accusation  is  not  disputed,  but  the  case  turns 
WAT90N,  &c.   on  the  defence.     Mr  Watson,  after  his  charac- 

'^'^^'""^  ter  was  cleared  by  the  award  of  two  arbiters, 
tried  to  turn  the  suspicion  against  the  pursuer. 
The  facts  prove  the  improbability  of  the  pursuer 
being  the  author,  and  he  had  reason  to  believe 
that  the  letters  were  written  by  the  defender. 


In  damages  for 
defamation  in 
anonymous  let- 
ters, incompe- 
tent to  ask  a 
witness  whether 
he  suspects  the 
defender  to  be 
the  author. 


A  witness  examined  on  commission  by  the 
pursuer  was  asked,  Whether,  at  a  particular 
time,  it  was  suspected  that  the  defender  was 
the  author  of  the  letters  in  question  ? 

Cockburriy  for  Mr  Watson,  the  de£&nder,  ob- 
jects. This  is  incompetent,  and  the  objection 
goes  to  a  great  part  of  the  c^se  as  opened  for  the 
pursuer,  which  was,  that  the  defender  was  the 
author,  or  might  be  treated  as  the  author.     I 
admit  that  the  pursuer  may  show  that  the  re- 
port was  current,  and  did  not  originate  with 
him,  but  he  cannot  prove  the  Veritas  without 
an  issue,  or  ask  the  suspicions  of  an  individual. 
If  this  evidence  is  admitted,  it  puts  the  case 
on  a  different  footing  from  what  we  understood 
it  to  rest ;  and  the  defender  has  been  hardly 
dealt  with,  as  he  had  no  wish  to  plead  the  )?e- 
ritas  till  it  was  forced  upon  him.       If  they  are 
allowed  to  prove  that  every  one  believed  this,  it 
is  indirectly  proving  it  true. 
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Moncreiff\  D.  F. — If  this  evidence  is  not  Kingan 
admitted,  the  pursuer  will  be  cut  out  of  his  Watson,  &c. 
proof  of  the  probable  cause  he  had  for  making 
the  statement.  It  is  admitted  that  he  is  en- 
titled to  prove  the  general  report,  and  that  it 
did  not  originate  with  him,  which  is  worse  for 
the  defender  than  what  is  now  offered.  We 
are  entitled  to  show  how  the  suspicion  was  first 
communicated  to  the  pursuer. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner, — The  object 
of  inquiry,  and  the  mode  of  getting  at  that  ob- 
ject are  quite  different,  and  there  is  no  doubt 
that  in  one  point  of  view  the  object  is  legitimate, 
and  that,  as  we  are  to  take  the  evidence  in  both 
cases  together,  it  is  competent  to  prove  it  by 
what  is  legal  evidence  in  either. 

It  appears  to  me  that  an  erroneous  view  is 
taken  of  this  case  by  the  pursuer.  If  a  party 
is  charged  with  having  uttered  or  written  a 
libel)  if  that  was  done  in  a  situation  where  he 
was  entitled  to  write  or.  speak  of  the  other,  then 
reasonable  ground  for  believing  what  he  wrote 
Of  spoke  to  be  true  may  legally  be  given  in  evi- 
dence, because  the  party  was  under  an  obligation 
in  discharge  of  his  duty  to  write  or  speak  of  the 
other.  But  when  the  party  has  no  title  or  call  of 
duty  to  write  or  speak  of  the  conduct  or  character 
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KiNGAN       of  the  Other,  then  he  mast  be  treated  as  a  volun- 
Watson,  &c.   teer,  who  has  no  right  to  speak,  and  in  whose 

"**^^^*"  ease  the  strongest  reason  of  belief  is  no  defence. 
His  defence  must  rest  on  a  totally  different 
foundation,  but  he  may  give  in  evidence  that 
the  thing  was  currently  said,  in  order  to  dimi- 
nish the  damages ;  and  I  could  wish  this  doc- 
trine to  be  questioned  in  an  appeal,  in  order  that 
its  correctness  may  be  decided.  This  affords 
a  means  of  extricating  the  present  case,  and  is 
the  ground  on  which  my  opinion  rests,  though 
it  is  not  necessary  to  decide  it  at  present. 
Testimony  to  general  character  or  reputation  is 
evidence  in  mitigation;  but  suspicion  in  the 
mind  of  an  individual  is  no  evidence  of  the 
general  reputation,  though  it  may  be  connected 
with  it.  We  cannot  allow  you  to  go  into  evi- 
dence of  suspicion ;  you  can  only  prove  general 
character  in  mitigation  of  damages,  or  aver  and 
prove  the  truth  in  justification.  The  difficulty 
here  is,  that  the  evidence  is  in  such  a  shape 
that  it  cannot  go  to  the  jury,  and,  being  taken 
on  commission,  the  question  cannot  now  be  va- 
ried. I  felt  this  when  reading  it;  but  fl[till 
this  is  not  the  legitimate  way  of  putting  the 
question.  What  is  asked  is  not  merely  the 
suspicion  of  the  witness,  but  a  declaration  of  a 
suspicion  by  another  person.     If  the  witness 
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had  been  in  the  box^  the  question  might  have  Kinoa)^ 

been  varied,  and  it  is  a  pity  that  this  is  not  the  Watson,  &c. 

case }  but  the  only  way  of  dealing  with  it,  is  to  "— "/— ^ 
reject  the  answer. 

Lord  Cringletie. — I  most  heartily  concui- 
in  this  opinion  as  applicable  to  the  defence 
which  I  understand  to  be  set  lip  by  Mr  Kingan,- 
and  brought  forward  at  this  stage.  He  wisheii 
to  prove  that  he  was  not  the  originator  of  the 
report ;  but  of  what  importance  is  it  to  this  de- 
fence, that  all  the  inhabitants  of  Glasgow  sus- 
pected the  thing,  provided  they  kept  their  sus- 
picions within  their  own  breasts  ?  You  may  put 
the  question,  whether  they  accused  him  of  being 
the  author,  but  the  suspicion  is  not  relevant. 

Lord  Mackenzie. — I  concur  in  opinion 
that  you  may  prove  the  previous  existence  of  a 
report,  but  it  is  incompetent  to  prove  that  the 
witness  suspected,  that  the  defender  was  the 
author.  It  is  unfortunate  that  the  evidence 
was  taken  in  this  manner,  as,  if  the  witness 
were  here,  the  question  might  be  altered ;  but 
as  it  is  now  put,  it  trenches  on  the  ground  of 
proving  the  party  the  author. 

The  same  ded- 

Another  witness  was  asked,  whether  it  was   mod  given  as  to 

'  another  witness. 


V, 

i 
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KiNOAN       suspected  that  Watson  was  the  author?    To 
Watson,  Sic.  which  the  Same  objection  was  taken. 

Jeffrey. — I  am  not  without  hopes  of  con- 
vincing the  Court  that  the  former  decision  is 
erroneous.  We  are  not  here  on  the  fact  of 
Watson  being  the  author,  nor  do  I  plead  pro- 
bable cause  as  a  means  of  eliding  the  libel, 
which  it  would  be  in  a  privileged  situation ; 
but  I  maintain  it  to  be  clear  law  that  a  person 
may  prove  the  circumstances  in  which  the  state- 
ment was  made,  and  the  degree  in  which  the 
pursuer  was  provoked  to  make  the  statement, 
which  may  bring  it  to  the  verge  of  a  complete 
defence.  It  is  n^t  competent  to  have  a  gene- 
ral proof  of  character ;  but  the  matter  must  be 
specified.  If  evidence  of  a  report  is  admitted, 
evidence  of  the  report  must  be  better ;  and  the 
evidence  is  important  to  prove  the  malicious 
mind  of  Watson. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — If  you  bring 
it  home  to  Watson,  that  is  a  perfectly  different 
case ;  it  is  then  part  of  the  res  gestae.  We  must 
consider  these  questicms  as  they  are  put.  This 
object  has  frequently  been  discusi^d  here ;  and 
if  the  opinion  I  have  delivered  ^  be  contrary  tp 
the  law  of  Scotland,  it  is  a  pity  that  no  case  has 
occurred  in  which  the  doctrine  has  been  ques- 
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tioned,  and  the  point  brought  out  as  to  the  Kikoak 
difference  of  privileged  cases.  If  this  be  a  pri-  Wat8on>  &c. 
vileged  case,  then  the  doctrine  of  reasonable 
ground  of  belief  applies,  and  is  a  defence ;  but 
it  is  no  defence  in  the  case  of  an  ultroneous 
libeller.  In  that  case  the  only  defence  is  proof 
of  the  Veritas.  I  can  understand  his  diminish- 
ing damages  by  proving  that  the  pursuer's  ge- 
neral reputation  is  not  such  as  to  entitle  him 
to  damages.  But  this  is  not  to  be  done  by 
proving  suspicions  in  the  mind  of  the  witnesses, 
or  private  communications  made  to  him. 

Lord  Mackenzie.-— I  object  to  the  form  of 
the  question,  and  do  not  wish  to  go  farther. 

Anotlier  witness  was  asked  the  ground  of 
her  belief  that  Mr  Watsoa  was  the  author,  to 
which  an  objection  was  taken  for  the  defender. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — The  rule 
contended  for  would  cut  out  a  great  deal  more 
which  has  been  admitted  in  evidence.  We  are 
in  these  cases  getting  entirely  out  of  joint  ?  as  to 
evidence  in  proving  contents  of  letters,  hand- 
writing, &c. ;  but  I  understand  this  to  be  obvi* 
ated  by  the  agreement  of  parties. 


An  objection  was  taken  to  a  witness  stating   competent  to 

prove  a  state- 
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KiNOAN 

Watson,  &c. 


ment  made  in 
absence  of  a  de- 
fender, provided 
it  was  done  by 
his  authority. 


Incompetent  to 
put  into  the 
hands  of  the 
Jury  a  lithogra- 
phic fac  simile 
ofpartof  an  ano- 
nymous writing, 
for  the  purpose 
of  comparing 
them  with  genu- 
ine writings  of  a 
defender. 


a  communication  made  by  him  to  a  club,  Mr 
Watson,  the  party,  not  being  present. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — I  understand 
the  question  to  be  what  he  communicated  by 
authority  from  Watson,  which  I  consider  com- 
petent. 

A  lithc^raphic  engraver  having  stated  that 
he  had  paid  minute  attention  to  the  writing, 
and  made  a  fac  simile  of  particular  words  and 
letters,  Mr  Jeffrey  proposed  to  produce  these 
to  the  jury,  but  afterwards  did  not  insist. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — Juxtaposition 
of  writing  is  admissible  evidence  by  the  law  of 
Scotland ;  but  you  ought  to  produce  original 
letters  of  the  party,  and  compare  the  writing 
with  the  anonymous  letters.  What  is  now  pro- 
posed is  going  a  step  beyond  what  has  yet  been 
done*  When  a  copy  of  these  papers  were  sent 
to  me  I  had,  and  still  have,  the  impression  that 
this  is  incompetent. 


J 


Cockbum  opened  for  the  defender. — The 
fact  here  is,  that  these  letters  had  been  circu- 
lated for  years,  and,  with  the  exception  of  Mr 
Oswald's  family,  there  was  no  one  suspected 
that  the  defender  was  the  author.  Mr  Oswald 
having  stated  his  suspicion  at  the  Western  Club, 
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the  defender  threatened  an  action,  which  was  re«  Kingan 
ferred  to  arbiters.  The  defender  was  freed  from  Watson,  &c. 
the  accusation  by  the  result ;  but  the  pursuer  still 
attempted  to  blacken  his  character  by  private 
insinuation  ;  and,  from  circumstances  which 
came  out  in  the  course  of  the  investigation,  the 
defender  became  satisfied  that  the  pursuer  was 
the  author.  No  one  ever  heard  the  defen- 
der accuse  the  pursuer  as  the  author  till  after 
he  was  provoked  by  the  statement  at  the  club, 
which  he  ascribed  to  the  pursuer ;  and  then  he 
made  the  accusation  fearlessly,  being  persuaded 
that  it  is  the  fact,  and  that  the  pursuer  had 
falsely  accused  him. 

The  main  question  is  as  to  the  writing  and 
sending  the  letters ;  and  we  shall,  from  circum- 
stances, bring  it  home  to  the  pursuer.  The 
evidence  of  engravers  is  the  worst ;  but  we  must 
produce  it  to  neutralize  that  on  the  other  side. 

If  the  pursuer  is  not  proved  to  be  the  au- 
thor, then  you  can  only  set  the  accusation  by 
the  one  party  against  that  by  the  other.  The 
o£fer  to  prove  the  truth  being  a  judicial  act, 
cannot  be  stated  against  the  defender,  even  if 
the  proof  should  not  be  complete. 

Moncrieffl  D.  F. — The  two  causes  must  be 
separated  in  the  verdict ;  and  as  the  accusation 
by  Watson  cannot  be  doubted,  the  question  is, 
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KiNOAN  whether  he  has  proved  it  true  ?  and  if  he  has 
Watson,  &c.   completely  failed  in  this  proof,  then  how  far  he 

^■^^^"^^^  has  made  out  probable  cause  in  mitigation  of  da- 
mi^es.  The  burden  of  proving  lies  on  the  de- 
fender \  and  the  only  circumstance  in  the  case  is 
the  evidence  of  the  engravers.  Though  I  do 
not  doubt  their  skill,  I  doubt  the  science  ;  and 
though  it  mi^t  be  sufficient  in  the  arbitration 
to  acquit  the  defender,  it  was  no  ground  for  ac- 
cusing the  pursuer,  who  was  no  party  to  that 
proceeding.  This  evidence  is  not  admissible  in 
England,  and  though  admissible  here,  one  of 
Mackenzie,       our  oldcst  institutional  writers  condemns  it. 

•  "^  §  •    Yf^  j^  jj^|.  gj^y  i^g  defender  is  to  be  subjected 

in  damages  for  stating  a  legal  defence,  but  say 
it  is  a  strong  circumstance  in  estimating  the  ma- 
lice of  the  defender,  and  the  degree  of  the  pur- 
suer's suffering. 

There  is  no  ground  for  the  action  by  Wat- 
son either  in  compensation  or  as  a  substantial 
claim. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner.-— The  best  way 
to  treat  these  cases  is  to  consider  them  separate- 
ly, and  to  take  the  case  of  Kingan  v.  Watson 
first.  Indeed,  there  is  no  great  advantage  in  com- 
bining the  evidence  in  the  two.  The  slander 
is  of  an  extraordinary  naturciand  such  as  sel- 
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dom  comes  before  a  court  and  jury.     The  par-       Kinoan 
ties  are  in  a  singular  situation,  as  it  was  found   Watbon,  &c. 
by  the  arbiters  that  the  defender,  Watson,  was 
not  the  author  ;  and  unless  your  verdict  ascer- 
tains it,  it  does  not  appear  who  is  the  author. 

The  question  here  is,  whether  the  defender 
accused  the  pursuer  of  being  the  author,  to  his 
injury  and  damage  ?  and  though  it  is  necessary 
to  prove  the  publication  of  the  calumny,  as  the 
defender  pleads  the  truth  in  justification,  slight- 
er  evidence  will  be  required  than  on  the  gene> 
ral  issue.  Reference  to  two  of  the  witnesses 
will  be  sufficient  on  the  case  of  the  pursuer, 
which  will  lead  to  a  consideration  of  the  justifi- 
cation. It  is  the  practice  here  for  the  pursuer 
to  anticipate  the  evidence  for  the  defender.  I 
doubt  much  the  propriety  of  this,  and  think  it 
would  be  better  for  the  pursuer  to  rest  his  case 
on  the  mere  publication,  leaving  it  to  the  defen- 
der to  make  out  his  defence.  This  makes  him 
the  pursuer,  and  throws  the  burden  of  proof  on 
the  party  who  avers,  and  who  must  aver  with 
particularity,  that  the  pursuer  may  have  an  op- 
portunity of  defending  himself.  Though  in  the 
first  instance  the  pursuer  must  adduce  evidence, 
the  defender  is  the  actor,  and  you  must  be  sa- 
tisfied on  the  proof  for  him,  that  the  letters 
were  written  by  the  pursuer,  or  were  known  in 
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KiNOAN       whole  or  in  part  to  the  pursuer  at  the  time  they 
Watson,  &c   Were  Sent.  In  the  observations  in  reply  it  seem- 

ed  to  be  held,  that  the  only  question  was  on  the 
evidence,  whether  he  was  proved  to  be  the  au- 
thor, but  transmitting,  knowing  the  contents, 
would  be  sufficient.  I  am  not,  however,  aware, 
in  the  great  detail  of  evidence,  of  any  proof  of  his 
knowledge  of  the  contents,  other  than  as  being 
the  author.  Neither  is  there  any  evidence  to 
show  that  he  was  author  of  part,  but  not  of  the 
whole,  as  the  evidence  proves  that  they  are 
all  written  by  the  same  hand.  You  will  there- 
fore consider  the  theory  of  each  party,  and 
if  you  find  for  the  defender,  that  puts  an 
end  to  the  case,  but  if  for  the  pursuer  you 
must  fix  the  damages.  (His  Lordship  then 
stated  the  circumstances  rested  on  by  each  par- 
ty.) 

As  to  handwriting,  evidence  on  it  is  of 
two  sorts.  It  is  either  that  of  persons  ac- 
quainted with  the  handwriting  of  an  individual, 
or  that  of  persons  of  skill,  who,  from  the  nature 
of  their  profession,  are  led  to  pay  particular 
at;tention  to  handwriting,  and  who  are  called  to 
^  speak  from  their  general  knowledge.  In  the 
present  case,  evidence  was  called  to  prove  these 
letters  in  a  feigned  hand,  and  to  this  extent 
the  evidence  of  a  pei^son  of  skill  is  good.     At 
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first  I  wished  to  confine  this  species  of  evidence  Kingak 
to  the  point,  that  a  writing  was  in  a  fictitious  Watson,  &c. 
hand,  and  to  make  the  proof  of  genuine  hand* 
writing  depend  on  the  evidence  of  those  who 
were  acquainted  with  it  by  having  seen  the 
party  write,  or  by  corresponding  with  him, 
and  who  could  speak  from  the  general  resem- 
blance, and  not  from  minute  comparison.  But 
it  was  made  out  to  be  the  law  of  Scotland,  that 
evidence  of  persons  of  skill  is  not  only  good  to 
the  extent  of  proving  a  writing  fictitious,  but 
that  it  is  also  good  to  prove  that  the  genuine 
and  fictitious  writing  were  or  were  not  written 
by  the  same  person,  which  the  persons  of  skill 
are  supposed  to  be  able  to  detect  from  the  mi- 
nute  attention  they  pay  to  the  writing.  In  for- 
mer cases  genuine  documents  have  been  put  into 
the  hands  of  such  persons,  and  they  have  been 
called  to  prove  not  only  that  a  writing  shown 
to  them  was  in  a  feigned  hand,  but  that  it  was 
not  the  writing  of  the  party. 

Scientific  evidence  is  admissible  by  the  law  of 
Scotland,  but  the  defect  of  it  is,  that  though  the 
witness  intends  to  speak  truth,  what  he  says  may 
not  be  true ;  and  the  contradictory  statements 
which  we  have  heard  in  this  case  could  hardly 
have  occurred  among  witnesses  called  to  prove 
genuine  documents,  from  a  previous  knowledge 

VOL.  rv.  K  k 
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^^^^^^       of  the  handwriting.    You  must,  however,  ex- 
Watson,  &c.   amine  the  evidence  with  due  care  and  consider* 

ation  of  the  science  of  the  different  witnesses. 
Another  point  spoken  to  by  the  scientific 
witnesses  is  the  spelling  of  particular  words, 
but  that  is  a  matter  of  which  you  are  better 
judges  than  they  are.  If  this  was  to  a  great 
extent,  it  would  af&rd  strong  evidence,  but  not 
so  if  it  is  to  a  small  extent. 

Verdict — For  the  pursuer,  damages  L.  500. 

The  jury  being  then  sworn  in  the  case  of 
Watson  V.  Kingan,  the  counsel  for  the  parties 
did  not  address  them,  but  the  Lord  Chief  Com- 
missioner stated  shortly  the  evidence  on  which 
Mr  Watson  relied,  as  establishing  that  Mr 
Kingan  had  charged  him  with  being  the  au- 
thor of  the  letters. 

Verdict — For  the  pursuer,  damages  Is. 

.  Moncreiff',  D,  F*,  Jeffrei/,  Jameson,  and  Brown,  for  Kingan. 

Cockburn,  Robertson,  and  Penny,  for  Watson. 

(Agents,  Campbell  and  MacdowaH,  w.s.,  and  Renny  and  Hunter^  w.8.) 

1828, 
May  16. 

^«— ^.--«i^  Cockburn  moved  for  a  rule  to  show  cause 

granted^ Jener^.   why  a  ucw  trial  should  uot  be  granted,  and 
why aNrwTri^   s^^^, — The  damages  are  excessively  high  in  the 
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one  case,  and  excessively  low  in  the  other.    A  Kinoan 

justification  is  a  legal  defence,  and  no  ground  Watson,  &c. 

for  increasing  damages.     The  difference  in  the  gh^HwnoTbe 

two  verdicts  shows  that  they  are  contrary  to  Shoi^int^on 

justice,  and  the  Court  of  Session  granted  a  new  ^^^^^  m^aS*^re 

trial  in  a  case  of  assault  in  similar  circumstances.  op^°  ^*>'  ^^^ 

non. 

We  are  ready  to  prove  by  affidavit  that  the  pur-   senior ».  Lang, 

,  Dot  reported. 

suer  threatened  one  of  the  defender's  witnesses, 
and  called  a  gentleman  to  discredit  her,  by 
swearing  that  he  had  not  got  letters,  the  pursuer 
knowing  that  he  should  have  called  the  son  of 
that  gentleman,  who  had  got  and  opened  the 
letters  which  the  witness  swore  she  had  de< 
livered. 

Lord  Chief  Commissionrr.— I  shall  only 
say  at  present,  that  on  the  first  ground  there  is 
one  position  which  it  is  of  importance  to  have 
discussed,  and  that  we  shall  look  to  the  prin* 
ciples  applicable  to  an  unsuccessful  justification. 
I  have  certainly  laid  it  down  as  an  aggravation 
of  damages.  On  the  excess  of  damages  I  should 
not  have  thought  it  safe  even  to  grant  the  rule, 
but  when  a  rule  is  granted,  the  whole  will  be 
open  for  discussion. 

As  to  the  alleged  conduct  of  the  pursuer,  we 
make  no  order  till  the  affidavits  are  before  the 
Court. 
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KiNGAK 
V. 

Watson,  &c. 

1828. 
June  3. 


When  a  motion 
for  a  rule  to  show 
cause  is  founded 
on  facts  to  ba 
proved  by  affida- 
yits,  the  affida- 
vits ought  to  be 
in  the  hands  of 
counsel  before 
the  motion  is 
made. 


After  the  affidavits  were  put  in^  his  Lord* 
ship  intimated  that  there  had  been  some  irregu- 
larity in  allowing  the  discussion  on  the  former 
day)  and  made  a  short  report  of  that  part  of  the 
evidence  to  which  the  affidavits  referred.  Mr 
Cockbum,then  enforced  by  argument  the  diffe- 
rent grounds  on  which  he  formerly  founded  his 
motion. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — The  only 
question  at  present  is,  whether  we  shall  grant 
the  rule?  and  some  reasons  have  been  stated, 
which,  if  they  stood  alone,  perhaps,  are  not 
sufficient.  The  main  ground  on  which  we 
grant  the  rule  is  that  which  appears  from  the 
affidavits ; — ^these  must  be  answered,  and  the 
other  party  must  have  time  for  this ;  and  as 
the  Court  have  granted  the  rule,  the  agent  may 
now  have  copies  of  them.  In  any  future  mo- 
tion for  a  new  trial  on  affidavits,  the  motion 
should  not  be  made  till  the  affidavits  are  in  the 
hands  of  counsel. 


1828. 
June  24. 


The  affidavits  in  answer  having  been  put  in, 
^^tuowed^in^"  Hope^  Sol-Qefi.  applied  for  leave  to  put  in 
explanation  of  a   other  affidavits  to  show  that  those  orisinallv  put 

charge  made  ^  "^  * 

against  the         in  had  bocn  properly  taken,  and  had  not  been 

prepared  in  the  manner  stated  by  the  pursuer. 
Jeffrei/. — They  ought  not  be  mixed  with  the 
merits. 


agents  in  the 
cause. 


i 
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liORD  Chief  Commissioner.— We  cannot 
allow  affidavits  in  reply ;  but  it  is  a  different 
matter  where  an  individual  is  attacked ;  and  we 
only  allow  them  in  defence  of  that  person,  and 
they  must  be  strictly  limited  to  the  attack. 

Jeffrey  showed  cause  against  the  rule,  and 
said,  It  was  a  most  important  case  for  litigants, 
and  even  for  the  Court.  It  is  impossible  to 
hold  that  in  all  cases  of  cross  actions  the  ver- 
dict must  be  the  same  \  and  is  this  a  case  of 
such  flagrant  error  as  that  the  Court  are  to  in« 
terfere  with  the  jury  ? 

The  accusation  of  malpractice  in  the  conduct 
of  the  case  is  the  only  ground  on  which  the 
Court  could  hesitate.  But  the  accusations  are 
not  established.  On  the  contrary,  even  the 
affidavits  for  the  pursuer,  though  they  were 
improperly  taken,  disprove  the  only  relevant 
charge  made.  As  to  any  minor  point  the  Court 
will  not  interfere  where  material  justice  has 
been  done. 

Hope  SoL-^Gen. — I  admit  the  principle,  that 
the  opinion  of  a  jury  is  entitled  to  the  greatest 
weight  and  respect  in  a  case  of  this  nature  \  but 
if  a  person  obtains  a  verdict  by  trick,  he  ought 
not  to  profit  by  it.     We  have  only  to  show  that 


EiNGAN 

V. 

Watson,  &c. 


1 82a 
June  28. 


Baillie  v.  Biy- 
■OB,  1  Mur. 
Rep.  341. 

1628. 
July  & 
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(July  10,) 


Ktkgan 

V. 

Watson,  &c. 


6  Com.  Dig. 
Pleader,  223, 
Anderson  v. 
Gcom,  1  Bur. 
362. 

182& 
July  10. 


A  New  Trial  re. 
fused. 


the  fact  was  material,  and  that  there  are  rea- 
sonable grounds  to  believe  that  the  jury  may 
have  been  misled.  What  we  complain  of  is 
fraudulent  concealment  of  the  truth,  and  that 
there  was  a  contrivance  contrary  to  conscience. 
We  cannot  admit  that  pleading  the  Veritas  is 
a  ground  for  giving  higher  damages. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — There  is  much 
difficulty  and  intricacy  in  this  case,  and  we 
have  given  it  much  attention.  There  were 
here  two  actions,  and  in  the  first  a  plea  in  jus* 
tification  was  put  in.  Both  cases  were  tried  by 
the  same  jury  on  the  same  evidence,  and  the 
only  observations  made  at  the  trial  on  the  se- . 
cond  case  were  made  by  me.  Though  tried  by 
the  same  jury,  they  are  to  be  considered  with  as 
much  separateness  as  if  they  had  been  tried  by 
di£Perent  juries.  It  is  said  the  facts  were  the 
same,  but  there  was  a  justification  in  the  one, 
and  a  failure  in  a  justification  is  matter  for  con- 
sideration of  the  jury  j  for  it  is  a  serious  thing 
to  libel  another,  but  more  serious  to  say  that  it 
is  true.  In  the  neighbouring  country  there  is 
a  law  that,  in  certain  circumstances,  no  more 
costs  than  damages  are  given ;  but  when  a  jus« 
tification  is  pleaded,  if  the  party  fails  in  proving 
the  justification,  costs  are  given,  however  small 
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Hamiltob  v. 
Hope,  ante, 
1^253. 


the  damages,  which  shows  that,  in  the  view  of       King  an 
the  Legislature,  an  unsuccessful  justification   Watson,  &c. 
materially  affects  the  case. 

The  case  of  Senior  and  Lang  has  been  much 
relied  on,  but  I  cannot  find  any  report  of  it ; 
and  though  I  by  no  means  would  say  or  think 
that  that  case  was  not  fully  considered  by  the 
Second  Division  of  the  Court  of  Session,  still 
it  was  at  an  early  period  of  this  Institution  j  and 
there  has  been  a  more  recent  case,  which  was 
long  under  consideration,  and  in  which  we  held 
that  insufficiency  of  damages  was  not  a  ground 
on  which  a  new  trial  should  be  granted.  Till 
this  is  altered,  it  is  a  precedent  for  refusing  this 
application,  in  so  far  as  it  rests  on  the  inade- 
quacy of  the  damages. 

The  second  ground  rests  on  the  affidavits, 
which  are  allowed  from  necessity;  and  in  the 
case  of  Kitchen  and  Fisher  they  were  the  Kiichenv. 
means  of  a  party  obtaining  justice.  It  is  said  Rep.  584. 
the  verdict  in  this  case  was  obtained  by  trick 
and  by  practice  on  a  witness;  but  this  case  does 
not  in  the  least  resemble  the  English  case  relied 
on.  In  the  present  instance  it  was  matter  to 
affect  the  credit  of  a  witness ;  and  by  sufficient 
inquiry  on  the  part  of  the  defender  the  facts 
would  have  been  known  to  him.  The  pur- 
suer went  into  the  defender's  case  by  antici- 
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KiNOAN       patioD,  and  his  evidence  went  to  meet  the  jus* 
Wat8on>  &c.   tification.     The  witness  called  by  him  was  open 
"^^       to  the  defender  j  and  by  the  exercise  of  good 
sense  and  activity  on  his  part»  the  fact  would 
have  come  out ;  and  the  Court  will  not  aid  a 
party  who  is  negligent. 

But  the  case  does  not  rest  here,  as  there  is  a 
much  graver  accusation  made,  I  mean  that  of 
practising  on  the  witness.  In  so  serious  a  case, 
perhaps  the  affidavits  ought  to  have  been  taken 
before  one  of  the  Judges,  which  would  have 
rendered  them  more  precise,  and  have  pre* 
vented  the  introduction  of  irrelevant  matter. 
We  cannot,  however,  avoid  remarking,  that  the 
same  person  who  is  said  to  have  practised  oh 
the  witness  on  behalf  of  the  pursuer,  is  employ- 
ed by  the  defender  to  personate  an  agent  of 
the  pursuer,  and  to  go  to  the  witness,  thus  to  ob- 
tain information  which  he  thought  he  could  not 
obtain  without  this  false  pretence.  The  men 
of  business  are  exculpated ;  but  when  a  case  is 
brought  before  the  Court  in  such  circumstan- 
ces, we  cannot  say  that  it  is  fit  that  it  should  be 
again  sent  to  trial.  The  contamination  is  laid 
tenfold  on  the  witness  by  what  has  come  out  on 
the  affidavits ;  and  we  are  of  opinion  that  the 
case  ought  not  to  be  tried  again. 
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Both  parties  moved  for  expences.  Kingan 

Moncreiffl  D.  -F.,  and  Jeffret/. — There  can  wxtson,  &c. 

be  no  doubt  that  in  the  leading  action  Mr  Kin-  ^"^8287^ 

gan  must  get  his  expences ;  and  the  only  ques-  ,^°^-  *^ 

tion  is.  Whether  he  ought  not  also  to  get  ex-  in  counter  ac- 

-  •  r.       Tir     TTT  1        tions  for  defatina- 

pences  m  the  other  case  ?     Mr  Watson  ought   tion,  costs  given 
not  to  have  brought  an  action,  but  to  have  been   the  ^lerSrcUn"' 
satisfied  with  pleading  compensatio  injuriarum.   foToM^shun^. 
The  only  ground  for  bringing  the  action  was 
an  expectation  of  higher  damages,  in  which  he 
has  been  disappointed. 

HopCy  Soh'Gen.j  and  Cockbum.-^A  ver- 
dict was  the  only  vindication  of  Mr  Watson's 
character ;  and  it  is  absurd  in  the  other  party  to 
claim  expences  in  his  case,  with  a  verdict  stand- 
ing against  them.  The  cases  were  tried  to- 
gether, and  the  jury  thought  both  parties  wrong, 
but  that  Mr  Watson's  character  was  such,  that 
a  verdict  was  sufficient  in  his  case. 

The  only  way  to  do  justice  is  to  find  both, 
or  neither,  entitled  to  costs.  On  the  applica- 
tion for  a  New  Trial,  the  Court  thought  the  ac- 
tion properly  brought. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — This  is  not 
an  anxious  case  so  far  as  it  forms  a  precedent,        ^ 
as  probably  no  two  cases  will  again  occur  in  si- 
milar circumstances ;  but  it  is  of  considerable 
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RoBEaT8o>r  u  then  and  there  make  application  to  the  court 
Barclay,  &c.    **  to  mitigate  the  punishment : 

*^  Whether,  at  the  time  and  place,  and  pend- 
^^  ing  the  proceeding  aforesaid^  and  in  presence 
"  and  hearing  of  the  persons  then  and  there 
**  assembled,  the  defender,  Robert  Barclay  Al- 
^*  lardice,  did  falsely,  maliciously,  and  calum- 
^^  niously  say,  that  the  pursuer,  besides  being  a 
^'  poacher,  was  a  thief;  that  he  had  been  known 
**  to  steal  bee-hives  and  leather  ;  and  that  the 
**  defender,  John  Boswell,  knew  this  to  be 
*^  true  ;  or  did  falsely,  maliciously,  and  calum- 
*^  niously  use  or  utter  words  to  that  effect,  to 
^^  the  loss,  injury,  and  damage  of  the  pursuer  ? 

*'  Whether,  at  the  time  and  place,  and  pend- 
^*  ing  the  proceeding  aforesaid,  and  in  presence 
*^  and  hearing  of  the  persons  aforesaid,  the  de- 
**  fender,  John  Boswell,  did  falsely,  malicious- 
*'  ly,  and  calumniously  say,  that  he  was  inform- 
*^  ed  by  a  respectable  farmer,  now  dead,  that 
*^  the  pursuer  stole  a  quantity  of  leather ;  or 
**  did  falsely,  maliciously,  and  calumniously  use 
"  or  utter  words  to  that  effect,  to  the  injury 
**  and  damage  of  the  pursuer  ?" 


Borthwick,  for  the  pursuer. — This  is  an  im- 
portant case  for  the  law  of  the  country,  as  well 
as  for  the  parties ;  and  the  situation  in  which 
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the  slander  was  uttered  is  an  aggravation  of    Robertson 
the  offence.    It  is,  too,  the  case  of  a  poor  man,    Barclay,  &c 
whose  character  is  his  all,  and  the  case  to  be     '^— ^— *^ 
judged  of  by  the  defenders  had  no  reference  to 
any  moral  offence  but  to  the  transgression  of  a 
statute  for  protecting  game. 

It  is  now  decided  in  this  case  that,  provided 
malice  is  made  out,  the  action  is  relevant. 
Malice  in  law  consists  in  a  carelessness  of  the 
interest  of  others  ;  indiscretion  or  indifference 
to  character  and  malice  are  convertible  terms. 
But  the  best  explanation  of  it  will  be  found  in 
the  cases  of  Sir  J.  Maijoribanks,  and  of  Ha-   3  Mur.  Rep.  351. 

•1.  TT  4  Mva,  Rep.  245. 

milton  V.  Hope.  *^ 

If  a  party  has  no  right,  duty,  or  interest  to 
make  a  statement,  then  law  infers  malice  from 
falsehood^  but  in  a  privileged  situation  such  as 
this,  more  than  falsehood  must  be  shown.     The 
defenders  were  entitled  to  deliver  their  opinion, 
but  when  they  strayed  from  their  duty  and 
launched  out  into  slander,  they  rendereid  them- 
selves liable,  and  doing  so  in  a  privileged  situa- 
tion proves  malice.     It  is  not  necessary  to  prove   Bank.  i.  lo,  33. 
malice  by  external  facts,  but  it  may  be  inferred 
from  the  nature  of  the  words. — Forteith  «;.   4  Mur.  Rep.  245. 
Earl  of  Fife.     The  statement  must  be  held     '  "'*   ^^' 
false,  as  no  issue  is  taken  to  prove  it  true.^-^  3  Mur.  Rep.  i85. 
Leslie  v.  Blackwood,  and  Hope  v.  Hamilton.       ^^'   ^'  ^^ 
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RoBBBTsoK  After  the  evidence  was  called,  the  Dean  of 
Barclay,  &c.  Faculty  Submitted  to  the  Court  that  no  case 
wh^^lTis     ^^^  ^^^^  proved  to  the  jury,  and  referred  to 

Md  ^f  idi7'   *^®  ^®P^^  ^^  ^^^^  ^^®  ^^^  Justice-Clerk  had 
the  Court  can-     ^\^  whcu  the  casc  was  remitted  from  the  Court 

not  wittidraw  it, 

except  by  con-        of  ScSsion* 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — The  case  is 
with  the  jury,  and  the  Court  cannot  interfere. 
The  parties  may  consent,  but  I  can  only  lay 
down  the  law  as  it  arises  out  of  the  facts.  I 
wish  to  know  whether  the  charge  in  this  case 
was  on  the  statute  25  Geo.  Ill*  c.  50,  §  8  and 
25,  as  it  appears  to  me  most  important  to  know 
whether  it  was  for  a  fixed  penalty,  or  whether 
there  was  a  power  to  mitigate. 

Moncrieffy  D.  F.,  for  Mr  Allardice. — If 
there  is  any  case  to  go  to  the  jury,  then  this  is 
an  important  question.  I  deny  the  difference 
of  the  laws  of  England  and  Scotland  on  this 
subject ;  and  magistrates  are  in  a  difficult  situa- 
tion if  they  are  not  protected  in  the  honest  dis- 
charge of  their  duty. 

This  was  a  prosecution  by  a  public  officer, 
the  pursuer  pleads  guilty,  and  applies  for  miti- 
gation of  the  penalty,  and  the  magistrates  give 
their  reasons  for  not  granting  the  mitigation. 
2  ^.  App.  ca.    '  The  case  of  H^gart  v.  Hope  in  the  House  of 
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Lords  was  decided  on  the  broad  principle,  that    Robertson 
no  judge  is  liable  for  statements  honajide  made   Barclay,  &c. 
on  the  Bench.  ^^-^v-^*^ 

It  was  said  this  case  was  decided  by  being 
sent  here  after  discussion  in  the  Court  of  Ses- 
sion. In  that  discussion,  the  averment  of  the 
pursuer,  that  the  defender  did  not  act  in  dis- 
charge of  his  duty  but  from  malice,  was  as- 
sumed to  be  true.  In  various  situations  a  party 
is  protected,  and  malice  must  be  proved  ;  but 
in  this  case  the  witness  proved  there  was  no  in- 
dication of  malice.  Even  though  the.  party  act- 
ed maliciously,  if  he  had  probable  cause  or  rea- 
sonable ground  of  belief  he  will  be  protected. 
The  passage  in  Bankton  was  considered  in  For-  Fac.  coi. 
teith's  case.  The  doctrine  contended  for  on 
the  other  side  would  lead  to  a  state  of  law  that 
never  existed  in  any  country.  What  I  contend 
is,  that  it  cannot  be  known  what  the  defenders 
said,  as  there  is  no  proof  of  malice ;  and,  there- 
fore, no  verdict  can  be  returned  against  them. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — I  shall  begin 
by  stating  that  the  words  are  proved ;  but  un- 
less they  are  proved  as  they  are  laid  in  the  issue, 
there  must  be  a  verdict  for  the  defenders. 

This  is  a  case  in  which  there  is  much  more 
law  than  fact.     The  law  is  for  the  Court,  and 
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Robertson    you^  the  juiy,  are  to  apply  the  law  to  the  facts 
Barclay,  &c.   as  provcd  before  you.     When  the  case  was 

originally  sent  here,  I  thought  it  fit  that  the 
Court  of  Session  should  consider  whether  the 
action  would  lie ;  and  for  that  purpose  it  was 
remitted  there^  as  I  thought  the  previous  dis- 
cussion would  clear  the  law  on  the  subject. 
This  is  an  action  against  a  magistrate  for  an 
act  in  his  judicial^  not  his  ministerial,  capacity. 
It  was  on  a  complaint  under  a  statute,  for  the 
purpose  of  raising  a  revenue  to  the  country, 
that  law  requires  every  one  to  take  out  a  li- 
cense ;  and  whether  the  license  be  for  killing 
game,  or  for  any  other  purpose,  the  effect  in 
this  case  would  be  the  same«  Whatever  the 
amount  of  a  person's  property  may  be,  this  sta* 
tute  enacts,  that  if  be  shoots  without  a  license 
he  must  pay  L.  20  ;  and  this  penalty  is  inflic- 
ted to  secure  the  revenue.  Another  clause  of 
the  statute  gives  the  justices  a  power  to  miti- 
gate the  penalty  to  one-half. 

This  person  is  convicted  of- shooting  at  a 
hare,  and  the  justices  are  to  say  whether  the 
whole  penalty  is  to  be  paid.  He  applies  for  mi- 
tigation, and  states  extraneous  circumstances 
in  mitigation ;  the  Justices  give  their  reason 
for  refusing  it.  In  stating  his  reason,  how- 
ever, the  magistrate  does  make  use  of  words 
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which  are  sland^ous,  but  he  is  not  on  that     Robertson 

account  liable^  unless  they  were  maliciously   Barclay,  &c. 

used.     It  was  on  this  subject  I  sent  back  the 

ease  to  the  Court  of  Session,  but  it  seems  U\ 

me  that  the  doctrine  on  which  I  returned  it  is 

not  fully  understood.     The  one  party  contends 

that  a  magistrate  is  in  no  case  liable  lor  words 

used  by  him  in  giving  jiudgment ;  the  other 

maintains  that  in  all-cases  he  i6  liable  if  he  uses 

slanderous  expressions.     As  the  kiterlocutor  of 

the  Court  is  general,  I  must  hold  that  when 

malice  is  averred  in  the  summons  an  action 

will  lie  against  a  magistrate  for  slander.     My 

view  is,  that  no  such  acdon  will  lie  unless  the 

magistrate  misused  his  office  as  a  cloak  for 

slandering  the  individual.     The  question  here 

is,  whether  the  defenders  did  make  use  of  the 

words  maliciously,  and  used  their  office  as  a 

cloak  or  cover  for  the  slander  ?   It  is  necessary 

that  the  midice  should  be  made  out,  and  that 

the  magistrate  used  his  station  for  the  purpose 

of  slandering.     The  first  witness  said  nothing 

of  malice,  and  the  second  proved  that  Mr  Al- 

hurdice  did  not  know  the  pursuer  before,  and 

so  could  not  make  use  of  his  office  as  a^oloak 

to  cover  his  malice  against  him.     The  witness 

also  said  there  was  nothing  indicating  mdice 

against  the  individual. 

VOL.  IV.  L  1 


5\6  CASES  TRIED  IN  (March  24,) 

Robertson        The  distinction  of  csses  requiring  malice  to 
Barclay,  &c«   be  Stated  or  not  consists  in  this,  that  by  the 

law  of  Scotland  in  the  ordinary  case  malice 
is  inferred  from  the  falsehood  of  a  calumnious 
statement ;  but  if  the  case  is  protected,  as  in 
the  case  of  a  justice  of  peace  dispensing  justice, 
then  malice  must  be  averred,  and  the  Court 
hold  that  it  must  be  proved  by  the  pursuer,  on 
the  principle  I  have  stated.  In  the  ordinary 
case,  malice  is  inferred  from  the  falsehood,  and 
the  jury  are  not  troubled  with  it ;  but  where 
the  party  has  a  right  to  speak  of  the  other, 
then  malice  must  be  proved  as  a  fact,  but  this 
m^y  be  either  by  internal  or  external  circum- 
stances. In  the  present  case,  where  there 
is  no  evidence  of  the  office  being  used  as  a 
cloak,  express  malice  must  be  proved,  and  this 
may  be  done  by  what  took  place  in  the  room. 
This  is  a  case  in  which  the  law  requires  that 
malice  should  be  made  out  as  a  fact  to  the  sa- 
tisfaction of  the  jury.  Can  you  say  that  it  is 
made  out  ? 

Jeffr^. — We  except  to  the  direction  as  to 
malice. 

Verdict  for  the  pursuers,  damages  L«SOO 
against  both  defenders,  jointly  and  severally. 


i 
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Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — Do  you  find 
the  malice  proved,  and  against  both  defenders  ? 
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Robertson 


V. 


Barclay,  &c. 


Ji/ry, — We  find  against  them  conjunctly 
and  seyerally,  but  are  not  agreed  on  the  malice 
according  to  the  definition  from  the  Bench. 


A  doubt  was  expressed  from  the  Bar  how  i"  »"  action  for 

,  .  malicious  defa- 

far  It  was  competent  to  question  the  jury,  when  mation,  compe. 

his  Lordship  said,  After  the  verdict  is  returned  to  ask  whether 

into  Court,  I  am  certainly  entitled  to  ask  whe*  «gteed?n  find- 

ther  they  thought  the  maUce  proved.  "«  *^  "^"^ 


PRESENT, 
LORDS  CHIEF  COMMISSIONER,  CRINOLETIE,  AND  MACKENZIE. 


Robertson  Scott  moved  for  a  rule  to  show 
cause  why  the  verdict  should  not  be  set  aside, 
on  the  ground  that  the  verdict  was  contrary  to 
evidence,  as,  instead  of  it  being  proved  that 
the  defenders  had  used  their  office  as  a  cloak 
for  their  malice,  the  evidence  was  exclusive  of 
their  having  acted  maliciously. 


182& 
May  13. 


A  rule  granted 
to  show  cauae 
whythere  should 
not  be  a  New 
Trial 


Lord   Chief  Commissioner. — We   must 
hear  the  other  party.     In  this  case,  on  a  ques* 
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Robertson    tion  put  to  the  jury,  they  said  that  they  found 
Babclay,  &c.   against  the  defenders  conjunctly  and  severally ; 

and  it  appeared  to  me  that  there  was  a  clear 
distinction  between  the  defenders,  as  the  one 
was  a  volunteer  and  the  other  was  called  on  to 
speak.  This  is  a  case  deserving  of  great  cini- 
sideration,  not  only  on  the  evidence  in  this 
case,  but  in  order  that  the  law  as  to  magistrates 
may  be  well  understood ;  and  it  is  the  more  im- 
portant, as  a  bill  of  exceptions  was  tendered  in 
case  the  verdict  had  been  the  other  way.  The 
verdict  may  be  contrary  to  law,  or  it  may  be  that 
the  law  laid  down  was  erroneous ;  but  at  present 
in  this,  which  is  the  first  case  of  the  kind,  we 
grant  the  rule,  and  the  argument  ought  not 
only  to  be  directed  to  the  question  of  malice  or 
not,  but  ought  to  apply  to  the  distinction  be- 
tween the  two  defenders. 


1828. 
June  5. 


Borthwick  showed  for  cause.  That  it  was 
expedient  that  justices  i^hotfld  be  subject  to  an 
action, — That  the  Court  would  not  interfere 
on  the  amount  of  damages. 

Lord  Chief  ConrnnssloKER.— The  Court 
wish  to  hear  what  you  have  to  state  on  this, 
though  not  opened  on  the  other  side.  There 
is  no  doubt  the  Court  may  interfere  where  da- 
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mages  are  excessive  i  but  the  point  here  is,  that    Robertson 
the  daiBiages  are  given  against  them  jointly  and   Barclay,  &e. 
severally,  and  the  question  is,  whether  they  are      ^^  ^^*-^ 
in  pari  delicto  ?     They  did  not,  at  the  trial, 
think  themselves  in  the  same  situation,  as  they 
appeared  by  separate  counsel ;  but  it  was  the 
CJourt  pointed  out  this  difference,  and  we  wish* 
you  to  argue  the  point  6f  the  defenders  being 
in  pari  deMctc^  as,  if  they  were,  then  the  ver- 
dict in  that  resect  is  right,  but  if  not,  then  it 
is  for  the  Court  to  consider  whether  the  verdict 
against  both  can  stand. 

i}or//itt;feAr.-^Re8erving  to  my  senior  (with 
leave  of  the  Court)  to  reply  on  this  point,  I 
may  state  that  the  degree  ^f  .malice  in  the  one 
may  have  raised  him  in  the  opinion  of  the  jury 
to  the  same  scale  as  the  other. 

The  malice  required  is  not  such  as  was  spo-. 
ken  of  by  the  veitnesses.  In  this  case,  it  was 
sufficient  proof  of  malice  to  show  that  the  de- 
fenders  were  careless  of  the  feelings  and  cha<» 
racter  of  others ;  and  the  higher  the  situation, 
the  greater  ought  to  be  the  caution^^-^Hamil-   ^  ^^'  Rep.  246. 

^  ^  2  Starkie,  86a 

ton  V.  Hope,'*^tarkie's  Law  of  Ev.— Craig  v.  3  Mur.  Rep.  ssi. 
Maijoribanks,->«--Hume  Crim.  Law  (quoted  in       ^"*' 
Berth,  X.  of  I4b.  191.) 
The  falsehood  and  malice  may  be  inferred 


520 


CASKS  TRIED  IN 


(June  5,) 


Robertson  from  the  nature  of  the  words  and  the  circum- 
Barclay,  &c.   stances. — Hamilton    V.    Hope, — Haggart    v. 

Hope. 

It  is  the  exclusive  province  of  the  jury  to 
draw  the  inference  from  the  evidence.— Har- 
per's, Maijoribanks's,  and  Eraser's  cases. 

This  case  being  found  relevant,  the  only 
duty  of  the  jury  was  to  assess  the  damages. — 
Campbell  t;.  Macdougall,  7th  March  1828  ; 
and  in  Rankine  t;.  Biims,  13th  June  1827» 
decided  by  Lord  Mackenzie. 


4  Mur.  Rep.  245 
2Sh.App.Ca.133, 

2  Mur  Rep.  401. 

3  Mur.  Rep.  351 
and  355. 


March  7,  1828. 
Fac.  CoL 


Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — The  Court 
at  the  trial  held  that  an  action  would  lie  pro- 
vided it  were  proved  in  a  particular  way ;  and 
it  was  matter  of  argument  to  the  jury  what  was 
sufficient  to  render  the  defenders  liable.  I  was 
of  opinion  with  neither  side ;  but  thought  that 
the  jury  must  be  satisfied  that  the  magistrates 
used  the  language,  and  used  their  situation 
as  a  cloak  for  their  malice,  to  render  them  lia- 
ble. 


Robertson  Scott^  for  Mr  Barclay  AUardice. 
r— -This  motion  raises  several  very  grave  points  of 
law,  as  it  has  been  said  that  2Z  here  does 
not  mean  the  animus  injuriandi,  but  mere  care- 
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lesspess  of  the  feelings  of  others,  and  that  the 
Court  of  Session  fixed  this;  but  there  is  nothing 
of  it  in  the  judgment.  The  question  in  the 
Court  of  Session  was  merely,  whether  the  ac- 
tion would  lie  ?  and  there  was  much  authority 
to  show  that  it  did  not,  and  that  the  same  l^de 
applies  here  as  in  England.  But  the  question 
now  is,  whether  malice  was  proved  ?  and  there 
is  no  doubt  that  it  was  not. 

There  is  an  ambiguity  in  the  term  malice  as 
applied  to  privileged  and  unprivileged  cases. 
What  some  writers  term  presumed  maiice  is 
different  from  the  animus  injuriandif  which  is 
the  proper  signification  of  malice  in  this  case ; 
and  Mr  Starkie  in  another  passage  corrects  the 
inaccuracy  into  which  he  had  fallen.  Sieveral 
cases  and  authorities  show  that  malice  must  be 
proved.  Borthwick,  Starkie,  and  Bankton. — 
Dunman  t^.  Bigg.  1  Camp.  R.  269* 

This  was  a  case  of  the  highest  privilege ; 
und  the  jury  were  to  say,  whether  the  words 
were  spoken  from  a  sense  of  duty  or  animo  inju* 
riandi.  This  cannot  be  inferred  from  the  mere 
intensity  of  the  words,  but  there  must  be  con# 
£omitant  circumstances. — Withei*ston  t;.  Haw- 
kins. There  being  only  one  witness,  without 
circumstances, there  is  no  legal  evidence;  and  in 
this  case  it  was  neither  sufficient  to  satisfy  the 


Robertson 

V. 

Barclay,  &c. 


Starkie,  L.  of  Sl. 

19a 


2  starkie,  L.  of 
Ey.QOe.  3Mur. 
Rep.  253,  256, 
and  257.  Borth. 
L.  of  Lib.  215, 
and  439. — Star. 
kieL.ofSl.242. 


SUrkie,  li.  of 
SL  231  and  255 
—2  Starkie  L. 
of  Ev.  905. 

BuUer,  N.  P.  a 
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BoBEKTsoN    ]g^  nor  the  conscieiM^  of  the  jury.— Eairl  of 
Barclay,  &c.   life  t\  Earl  of  Fife's  Trustees. 
iM^vi^  'Th®  words  were  pertinent ;  and  it  is  suffi* 

^^^'  cient  to  meet  the  charge  of  malice  if  the  de- 

Borth.  L.  of  Lib.   fonders  believed  them  pertinent^  and  had  good 
R^p.  471^"'*      grounds  for  the  belief.     The  endenee  of  this 
2^.^'^'  ^^'  ^^  ^^'   i)3urt  extinguiiA  any  question  on  the  presump- 
tion. 

Cockburtif  for  Mr  Boswell. — My  client  mere* 
ly  stated  the  fact  when  called  on  so.  to  do,  and 
there  is  no  attempt  to  prove  any  previous  quar- 
rel,  or  that  the  defend^,  had  falsely  stated  that 
he  received  the  information.  The  two  defen* 
ders  were  in  totally  different  drcumstancesi  wd 
cannot  be  subjected  in  the  same  penrity^  or  in 
any  penalty,  as  they  were  entitled  to  think  and 
speak  of  his  character.  The  grounds  of  action 
against  the  two  defenders  were  diflferent,  though 
in  the  same  summons,  and  the  jury  had-  no 
power  to  give  such  a  verdict. 

Jeffreji. — We  admit  the  general  principle ; 
but  the  question  here  is,  whether'  there  is  any 
real  distinction,  as  the  one  defender  confirms 
the  statement  of  the  other  ?  There  are  cases 
on  this  subgect,  a  list  of  which  I  shall  tranonit 
to  the  Court. 

1828. 
June  24. 

\^^.^^         LoBD  Chief  Commissioneb. — This  case 

A  New  Trial 
granted,  the  jury 
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weotxto  trial  cntwoiSieQwate^iiddiflliact  issues,  Boberti^on 

and  w€  hsve  had  an  afai&and  distinet  argument  Barclay,  &c. 

oathemotionforanewrtriaL   The  point  sug-  h^;;;||;^f^^ 

gested  by  the  Court t  has  also  been  argued,  and  J^y^'n^gf*' 

the  cases  referred  t©  by  Mr  Jefl^ey  have  been*  *'^°  defenders, 

^  •'  and  the  Court 

perused  by  the^  Court;    Whatever  ofnnion  the   b«ng  of  opinion 

\^  m  •  that  they  were 

Court  nu^T' nave  come  to,  or  maymveexpress^  not  in  ikih  d^- 
ed  to  die  jury  at  the^trial,  it  must  not  be  sup^ 
posed  tfatttitfae  Court  have  not  feit'gi?eat  uneasK 
nesft  that' the  words  used  by  the  defenders  •should 
have  been  expressed  in  a  coort  of  jnstioe. 

Nothing  is  of  greater  importance  in  all  courts 
than:  that  the*  business  should  be  conducted 
with  decoinm  ;  and  there  are  many  means- of 
redress  to  the  jmblic  when  it  is  not  observed.  I 
shall  only  mention  two  whidi,  since  the  Union^ 
appear  tO"  me  compet^it*  Either  proceedings 
may  be  instituted  in  the  Criminal  Court  at  the  in*» 
stance  bf  the  public  prosecutor,  or  application 
maybe  made  to  the  Great  Seal  to  have  the  name 
of  the  justieestruck  out  of  the  roU*^  This,  I  knowy 
Lord  Eldon  thought  had  been  overlooked  in 
the  case  of  Glengarry,  in  which  he  wasof  o^» 
nion  that  such  an  application  would  have  been 
the  proper  remedy  j  and  it;  is  important  that  it 
should  be  known  that  this  was  the  opinion  of 
that  eminent  Judge. 

The  result  of  our  opinions  199  that  we  grant 

4 
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(Julys,) 


Robertson    the  new  trial  OR  the  ground  that  the  parties 
Barclay/ &c.   Were   not  in  pari  delicto.     Finding  jointly 

against  them  is  not  just»  as  the  injury  by  each 
was  not  the  same ;  and  finding  the  damages 
against  both  makes  the  injury  commensurate. 
The  statement  by  the  one  is,  that  the  pursuer 
is  a  thieff  and  stole  bee-hives  and  leather,  the 
other  leaves  out  the  offensive  term  and  only 
states  one  point ;  besides,  he  was  called  on  to 
make  the  statement ;  and  in  these  circumstances 
his  act  is  very  different  from  that  of  the  other. 
The  proceedings  were  not  conducted  with  that 
regularity  which  is  desirable  ;  but  Mr  Boswell 
must  be  held  as  a  person  called  on  by  the  other 
justice,  and  as  mitigating  the  terms  and  limit- 
ing the  extent  of  the  statement.  The  delin- 
quency is  not  equal,  and  therefore  we  grant  the 
new  trial. 


1828. 
Julys. 


When  a  verdict 
is  set  aside  as 
contrary  to  evi- 
dence, the  party 
applying  for  a 
Second  Trial 
must  pay  the 
costs  of  the  first. 


HuUock  L.  of 

Costs,  386. 

3  Mur.  Rep.  64. 


When  an  application  was  made  by  the  pur- 
suer  for  the  expense  of  the  former  trial,  his 
Lordship  said,  that  the  onus  lay  on  the  defend- 
ers to  show  that  they  should  not  be  granted. 

Robertson  Scotti — The  verdict  was  set  aside 
as  irregular,  and  contrary  to  law  and  the  charge 
of  the  Judge.  In  that  case  no  costs  are  given. 
— Scruton  v.  Catto. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — The  question 
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here  is,  whether  the  costs  shall  be  paid  now,  Robertson 
or  abide  the  event  of  another  trial  ?  You  state  Barclay,  &c 
the  case  clearly  if  this  had  been  contrary  to 
law ;  but  how  does  this  apply  to  the  present 
case,  in  which  the  verdict  was  set  aside  as  con- 
trary to  evidence,  the  facts  and  circumstances 
as  to  each  defender  being  different,  and  the  jury 
having  found  them  conjunctly  and  severally  li- 
able in  the  same  sum  ?  In  Scruton's  case  there 
were  three  -  points,  and  one  of  them  was,  that 
the  jury  had  found  a  point  of  law.    ' 

R.  Scott. — Our  objection  is  founded  not  on 
the  evidence,  but  on  the  issues  and  the  verdict, 
as  the  charge  against  each  is  different,  but  the 
result  the  same*  The  evidence  may  have  made 
out  the  charge,  but  that  proves  the  verdict  con- 
trary to  law. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner.^— I  feel  anxious 
in  this  case,  as  I  wish  a  general  rule  to  be  fix- 
ed. When  a  verdict  is  contrary  to  law,  either 
by  a  jury  disregarding  the  opinion  of  the  Judge, 
or  by  the  Judge  mistaking  the  law,  then  the 
costs  ^should  abide  the  event  of  the  second  trial ;; 
but  when  the  verdict  is  contrary  to  evidence, 
then  the  party  should  get  his  new  trial  only  on 
payjnent  of  costs.  The  only  question  here  is, 
whether  this  is  a  verdict  against  law,  or  con- 
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(July  8,) 


B4>BERTS0N 

Barclay,  &c. 


1828. 
July  8. 


1  Mur.  Rep.  267, 
and  248. . 

2  Mur.  Rep.  228. 


1  Burr.  393  and 
12.     1  Chitty, 
633.     HuUock, 
L.  of  Costs,  333 
and  389.   Tidd, 
921.     3  Mur. 
Rep.  424.     3 
Mur.  Rep.  472 
and  531. 


trary  to  evidence  ?  The  one  issue  chaises  thief, 
the  other  not ;  and  the  jury  find  that  the  two 
defenders  are  in  the  same  situation^  As  ap» 
plied  to  the  second  issue,  the  verdict  is  contrary 
to  evidence,  for  they  find  against  Boswell,  as.  if 
he  had  used  the  opprobrious  word  ;  and. had 
there  been  separate  trials,  the  jury  could  nc^ 
have  applied  to  Boswell  the  evidence  that  the 
term  thief  was  used  ;  but  here  they  fmd  against 
him  as  if  that  opprofcnrious  word  had  been  used. 

JSartkmek^'-^The  a{^ieation  was  made  on 
the  ground  that  this  verdict  was  contrary  to 
evidence ;  and  there  is  no  doubt,  that,  when 
granted  on  that  ground,  the  party  is  entitled 
to  expenses* — Hepburn  v.  Cowan  ^  White  t;* 
Clark  ;  M'Kenzie  v.  Henderson. 

The  general  rule  is,  that  expenses  follow  the 
verdict;  and  the  only,  question  is,,  whether 
a  new  trial  being  ^nted  variea  the  rule?-T^ 
Bright  V,  Enyon,  Macrow.  v.  HalK  Ho  worth 
97.  Samuel.  The  case  of  Smith  and  Knowles 
is  much  more  similar/ than  Seruton^s  to  the 
present  ca^.^^Clarkt'ii  Spenea^  Scott  u  WiU 
son* 

Hieiie .  are  specialties  in  lliis  ca$e^  and  it 
might  have  been  brought  against  Barclay  alonc^ 
and  the  whole  expense  incurred  in  his.  case. 
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The  verdict  is  good  agaiiist  him  ;  and  if  there  Robebtsow 

was  any  error  in  the  jury,  it  was  from  the  other  Barclay,  &c 

defender  identifying  himself  with  him.— Lo-  .^tlTI^dD^ 

gan  t?.  Brown,  15th  May  1824 ;  M*Guffbg  v.  ^^  *»*^  ^^^• 
Agnew,  22d  February  1825. 

1828. 

Moncreiff;  D.  F.  for  Mr  Boswell.— There  J^Jt^ 
is  an  order  for  a  new  trial  as  to  txith  danders ; 
and  the  question  is,  the  terms  on  which  that 
order  is  to  be  given.  The  verdict  was  set  aside 
on  the  law  involved  in  it }  and  i  do  not  see 
itow  the  cases  of  hxit  referred  to  bear  on  the 
question.  We  rest  on  the  princ^e  laid  down  in 

Scruton  v.  CatO.  3  M ur.  Rep.  64. 

Lord  Chib^f  Commissioner. — It  is  much 
the  wish  of  the  Cocirt  thart  a  general  rule  were 
fixed  as  to  costs  in  granting  new  trials,  und 
that  it  were  as  litde  as  possible  matter  of  dis- 
oretion.  I  state  this  not' only  as  appUcable  >to 
the  present  case,  but  to  all  others.  The  rule 
in  IScruton's  case  I  consider  correct,  and  as  a 
criterion  for  laying  down  a  general  rule,  at 
least  as  sufficient  for  deciding  this  ciuse.  The 
rule  there  laid  down  leads  to  a  consideration  of 
the  nature  of  the  verdict,  which  found  a  prin- 
ciple not  stated  ni  the  issue,  and  not  at  t^at 
time  fixed  in  l^e  iaw  'Of  this  cdtmtry.     It  idso 
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Robertson  found  erroneouslv,  as  has  been  since  ascertain- 
Barclay,  &c  ed,  for  they  found  the  party  liable  in  three- 
fourths  of  the  damage.  In  a  Scotdi  case  Lord 
Gifford  has  since  decided  that  the  principle  is, 
that  each  party  should  bear  half  the  loss,  when 
the  damage  has  been  caused  by  the  fault  of  both 
the  parties ;  and  the  same  law  was  administer- 
ed in  this  Court  in  the  case  of  Innes,  &c.  v. 
Glass,  kc.  ante  p.  161. 

The  rule  then  is,  that  a  party  ought  not  to 
hold  a  verdict  contrary  to  law.  But  when  the 
Judges  have  to  consider  the  evidence,  the  case 
is  very  different. 

In  the  present,  and  many  other  cases,  I  am 
not  to  say  that  it  is  not  a  mixed  question  of  law 
and  fact  \  on  the  contrary,  I  admit  that  this  is 
a  mixed  question  ;  but  what  was  the  ground  on 
which  the  new  trial  was  granted  ?  It  may  of- 
ten be  difficult  to  make  the  separation ;  but 
here  it  is  not  so,  for  the  position  of  the  two  de- 
fenders was  quite  different,  and  the  jury  find 
them  the  same,  and  find  that  L.  i200  must  be 
paid  by  one  unless  the  other  pays  it.  They 
apply  to  Mr  Boswell  the  evidence  given  in 
aggravation  of  the  case  of  Mr  Barclay ;  and 
where  there  is  no  special  ground  of  law,  is  it 
possible  to  say  that  it  is  not  contrary  to  evi- 
dence, when  the  evidence  as  to  the  two  was  not 
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the  same  ?     It  is  not  in  the  same  situation  as    Robertson 
the  case  of  Scruton  ;  and  the  expence  must  be   baeclIy  &c. 
paid  before  getting  a  new  trial. 

An  application  was  then  made  for  a  special 
jury,  which  was  refused. 


Second  Tkial. 

PRESENT, 
LORD  CHIEF  COMMISSIONER  AND  MACKENZIE. 


Jeffrey  opened  for  the  pursuer. — The  case  is 
to  be  decided  by  the  good  sense  and  intrepidi- 
ty of  a  jury,  who  ought  to  protect  a  poor  man 
against  the  oppression  of  the  rich.  The  ques- 
tion here  turns  on  the  defence,  and  the  degree 
of  protection  to  be  given  to  a  justice  depends 
on  the  good  sense  of  a  jury.  Malice  is  acting 
from  improper  impulse,  and  in  all  cases  of 
slander  the  principle  is  the  same;  but  as  in 
some  situations  a  freer  use  of  speech  is  allowed, 
in  these  more  proof  of  the  malice  is  required ; 
and  a  lawful  motive  may  be  proved  for  using 
language,  which,  in  the  ordinary  case,  would  be 
held  malicious  from  the  mere  use  of  the  words. 
But  you  are  the  judges  of  whether  the  ivords 
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Barclay,  &c. 


R0BB&T8ON    vi^re  blameaUy  spoken.    It  was  decided  m  the 

Court  of  Session  that  extrinsic  evidence  of 
malice  is  not  necessary,  and  the  defenders  being 
judges,  is  an  aggravation  of  the  case. 


Competent  for  a 
pursuer  to  prove 
that  he  api>eared 
agitated,  but  not 
to  prove  the  ex- 
pressions used 
by  him. 


5  fib.  and  Dun 
569. 


A  witness  for  the  pursuer  was  asked  wfaeth^, 
when  the  words  were  uttered,  the  pursuer  ex- 
pressed any  distress  or  appeared  agitated  ? 

Lord  Chikf  Commissioner. — It  is  compe- 
tent to  ask  whether  he  appeared  agitated,  but 
you  cannot  prove  his  expressions. 

Hope^  SoL'Gen.  for  Barclay  Allardice. — If 
there  is  any  oppression  in  this  case,  it  is  by  the 
poor  man  against  the  rich,  but  you  must  decide 
as  between  man  and  man.  It  Has  also  been 
said  that  you  are  the  judges,  and  ought  to  be 
suspicious  of  the  law  stated  from  any  quarter, 
but  that  is  ^^ntrary  to  the  whole  ounent  of  au- 
thority. The  terms  of  the  issue  daovf  thait 
malice  must  be  proved  as  a  fact,  and  not  taken 
as  an  inference  from  the  falsehood.  This  twas 
clearly  laid  down  by  Lord  Pitmilly  m  (^e^ease 
of  Hamilton  and  Hope,  and  this  isidemsiveof 
the  case.  Falsehood  and  injury  is  the  whole 
ease  stated  by  the  pursuer,  but  malice  is  the 
question  here,  and  you  will  give  the  defenders 
what  law  gives  them,  the  pvesmnption  of  acting 
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from  pure  motive.     Reason  and  common  sense     Robertson 

agree  with  the  rule  of  law,  that  where  a  party   Barclay,  &c. 

has  a  call  of  duty,  the  presumption  is  in  his     ^-'■V'*^ 

favour,  and  it  must  be  proved  by  evidence  that 

he  acted  not  from  honest  belief,  but  from  ma-    3Mut.  Rep.  253. 

lice.     The  words  are  not  sufficient  to  prove    905and9o6. 

malice,  and  the  other  facts  prove  the  reverse. 

If  the  defender  believed  that  he  was  entitled  to 

consider  the  character  of  the  pursuer,  that 

would  be  a  defence  as  complete  as  to  a  supreme 

Judge. 

Cockburn,  for  Boswell. — I  adopt  the  whole 
argument  stated;  and  in  addition,  maintain 
that  Mr  Boswell  could  not  have  acted  other- 
wise than  he  did.    He  never  spoke  till  called  on. 

The  facts  put  an  end  to  the  pursuer's  case. 
He  asked  mercy  from  his  Judges,  and  his  agent 
praised  his  character,  and  were  they  not  entit- 
led to  consider  it  ?  Mercy  is  never  given  but 
on  the  ground  of  character.  You  are  bound  by 
your  oaths  to  take  the  law  from  the  Coiirt,  but 
if  juries  will  run  wild,  then  this  Court  will  prove 
a  curse  instead  of  a  blessing. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner.—  I  feel  quite 
ceitain  that  you  come  to  the  consideration  of 
this  case  without  prejudice,  and  with  the  pure 
intention  of  doing  your  duty.     Not  because  I 

VOL.  IV.  .Mm 
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Robertson    fcnow  vou,  but  because  I  know  the  character  of 
Barclay,  8cc.   Scots  juries,  and  I  am  sure  you  will  have  no 

leaning  to  the  poor  man  farther  than  his  case 
is  just,  and  in  this  country  there  is  no  cause 
to  complain  of  juries  or  courts,  that  they  favour 
the  rich  and  do  not  do  justice  to  the  poor 
when  their  cause  is  good. 

Before  stating  the  proposition  in  law  upon 
which  you  are  to  consider  this  cause,  1  may  men- 
tion that  though  the  case  was  sent  to  the  Court 
of  Session,  and,  as  has,  been  stated,  was  tried 
before,  still  nothing  that  has  passed  can  affect 
our  consideration  of  the  case  ;  and  if  you  have 
heard  anything  of  the  former  verdict,  it  ought 
not  to  affect  your  judgment  on  the  cause.  The 
case  comes  here  in  as  favourable  circumstan* 
ces  as  possible  for  the  pursuer,  as  this  trial  was 
granted  only  on  payment  of  the  expense  of  the 
former. 

With  respect  to  the  preliminary  matter  which 
has  been  introduced,  this  was  not  a  prosecution 
on  the  game  laws,  but  on  a  revenue  statute,  on 
which  the  commissioners  of  supply,  who  must 
be  justices  of  peace,  are  to  judge  when  the  case 
is  brought  before  them.  It  may  also  be  right  to 
relieve  your  minds  from  an  impression,  that  a 
civil  action  is  the  only  remedy  for  a  wrong 
done  by  justices  of  the  peace*     The  practice 
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in  this  country  is  not  so  common  as  in  the  Robbrtson, 
neighbouring  country  ;  but  as  this  was  a  statute  Barclay,  &c. 
applicable  to  the  whole  kingdom,  and  requiring 
the  justices  to  act,  I  have  no  doubt  that  the 
same  remedy  must  be  applicable  here  as  in  Eng- 
land, and  that  it  would  be  competent  to  pro- 
ceed against  them  in  the  criminal  court. 

Another  mode  of  redress  is  by  application 
to  the  Keeper  of  the  Great  Seal  of  these  king- 
doms to  strike  the  names  of  those  who  misbe- 
have in  their  office  out  of  the  commission  of  the 
Peace.  I  have  often  heard  Lord  Chancellor 
Eldon  state  this  as  a  proper  course  to  pursue. 

I  wish  to  impress  you  with  the  feeling  that 
I  on  no  account  would  sanction  any  thing  in- 
decorous from  the  seat  of  justice,  and  from  me 
you  will  hear  nothing  to  justify  the  words  used 
on  this  occasion  ;  indeed,  should  the  same  per- 
son repeat  the  same  conduct,  I  should  think 
it  my  duty  to  state  it  to  the  Great  Seal,  that  the 
Chancellor  might  consider  whether  the  person 
should  be  struck  out  of  the  commission.  But 
this  is  a  civil  action  against  part  of  the  magi- 
stracy of  the  country  who  discharge  their  duty 
without  fee  and  with  some  expense  and  anxiety 
of  mind ;  and  though  the  action  is  competent,  it 
ought  to  be  so  found  relevant  as  not  to  deter 
magistrates  from  the  discharge  of  their  duty. 
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Robertson  Judges  of  the  Supreme  Courts  are  free  from 

Barclay,  &c.  civil  action  f(»r  words  spoken  by  them  in  the  dis- 
pensation of  justice,  and  by  a  clause  in  the  Bill 
of  Rights  an  action  cannot  be  maintained  against 
members  of  Parliament  for  words  spoken  in  Par- 
liament. Justices  of  peace  are  also  exempted^ 
unless  certain  things  are  made  out.  It  is  not 
mere  error  in  thought  or  expression  which 
should  render  them  liable ;  but  you  must  consi- 
der the  words  spoken,  and  the  whole  circum- 
stances of  the  case,  and  say  whether  Mr  B* 
AUardice  was  honestly  discharging  his  duty 
and  only  erred  in  judgment  as  to  his  duty ; 
whether  in  using  the  words  according  to  the 
circumstances  (and  rash  words  are  not  suffi- 
cient to  subject  him)  he  had  not  a  fair  desire 
to  do  his  duty ;  whether  what  was  said  was 
said  not  from  a  fair  desire  of  doing  his  duty  but 
from  malice ;  whether  the  speaking  proceeded 
from  bad  not  good  motive.  This  doctrine 
applies  whether  the  malice  was  preconceived 
or  arose  at  the  instant,  and  malice  may  be  in- 
stantaneous. As  to  the  proof  of  malice  you 
must  be  satisfied  by  facts  and  circumstances  that 
the  words  were  not  spoken  in  the  discharge  of 
his  duty  i  but  if  there  are  no  facts  and  circum- 
stances, then  the  words  alone  are  not  sufficient 
to  prove  malice. 
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The  law  holds  that  slanderous  words  are  false  Robertson 
unless  the  defender  proves  them  true ;  you  will,  Barclay,  &c. 
therefore,  in  this  case  hold  them  false;  but 
with  respect  to  malice,  when  the  party  has  a 
right,  or  call  of  duty,  to  speak  of  the  character 
or  conduct  of  his  neighbour,  he  has  what,  by  a 
new  term,  has  been  called  privilege,  and  malice 
must  be  proved,  and  the  jury  must  find  it  as  a 
fact.  The  present  case  was  sent  back  to  the 
Court  of  Session,  to  consider  the  relevancy  of 
the  action ;  and  they  held,  that,  as  malice  is 
averred,  the  action  would  lie.  The  gist  and 
foundation  of  the  action  is  malice ;  and  if  that 
is  made  out  by  facts  and  circumstances,  taken 
along  with  the  words,  then  the  defender  is 
liable. 

There  is  only  one  witness  who  states  the 
term  "  thief;'*  and  you  will  consider  whether 
the  circumstances  confirm  that  witness,  and 
whether  the  defender  Barclay  did  or  did  not 
use  that  word.  This  is  material  in  the  question 
of  previous  malice;  and  the  other  witnesses 
stated  the  expression  used,  to  be,  that  the  de« 
fender  "  understood,"  &c.  which  is  very  differ- 
ent from  the  direct  charge. 

I  am  not,  however,  prepared  to  say  that  the 
words  are  not  sufficiently  proved  to  sustain  a 
verdict  in  an  ordinary  case,  as  it  is  not  accord* 
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Robertson  j^g  to  the  practice  of  the  law  here  to  insist  on 
Barclay,  &c.   the  precise  words  being  proved. 

It  appears  that  the  defender  was  in  the  re- 
gular discharge  of  his  duty,  and  that  there  was 
no  altercation  or  violence  in  Court  to  excite 
feeling  at  the  time.  The  only  irregularity 
seems  to  have  been  the  use  of  a  term  which 
ought  to  have  been  avoided,  and  which  ought 
to  be  visited  in  the  manner  I  have  mentioned. 
You  are  to  say  whether  there  are  facts  and  cir- 
cumstances showing  that  he  did  not  act  from 
a  sense  of  duty. 

As  to  Mr  Boswell,  his  case  is  of  a  totally 
different  description,  as  he  was  not  the  person 
who  originated  the  charges,  but  when  called 
on  mentions  a  statement  made  to  him,  which, 
had  he  been  a  witness,  as  the  person  who  made 
the  statement  is  dead,  he  might  have  proved,  and 
if  proved,  it  would  have  been  an  adminicle  of 
evidence  to  which  the  law  of  this  country  gives 
credit. 

The  counsel  on  each  side  tendered  a  bill  of 
exceptions. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — If  this  is  to 
be  questioned  elsewhere,  the  exception  had 
better  be  taken  on  a  motion  for  a  new  trial. 

Verdict — For  the  pursuer,  damages  against 
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Mr  Barclay^  L.  1 25,  and  against  Mr  Boswell,    Robertson 

Ld,  125«  Barclay*  &c* 

Jeffrey  and  Borthwick,  for  the  Pursuer. 

Hope,  SoL'Gen,  and  Robertson  Scott,  for  Mr  Barclay. 

Cockbttrn,  for  Mr  Boswell. 

1828, 

The  defenders  applied  for  a  rule  to  show      """'•  '"^ 
cause,  which  the  Lord  Chief  Commissioner 
said  must  be  granted  as  a  matter  of  course, 
after  what  had  passed  at  the  trial* 

When  Mr  Jeffrey  was  about  to  show  cause 
against  the  rule, 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — It  appears  ATWrdTrid 
to  us  that  the  other  party  ought  rather  to  sup* 
port  their  rule,  which  was  granted,  that  they 
might  have  an  opportunity  of  considering  whe- 
ther they  would  except  to  the  law  stated  at  the 
trial.  It  may  be  proper  for  me  again  to  state 
the  law  which  I  then  laid  down,  and  this  I 
am  enabled  to  do  almost  in  the  terms  I  then 
used,  from  having  made  a  note  of  it  before  I 
began  my  address  to  the  jury  ;  *  and  if  Lord 
Mackenzie,  who  was  present  at  the  trial,  still 
agrees  with  me  in  thinking  my  direction  right, 
Uien  we  refuse  the  new  trial  on  both  the  grounds 
an  which  it  was  moved. 

It  would  require  very  strong  reasons  indeed 
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Robertson  to  induce  the  Court  to  send  this  case  to  a  third 
Barclay,  &c.  trial,  on  the  ground  that  the  jury  have  not  suffi- 
ciently considered  tlie  malice.  We  therefore  re- 
ject it  on  the  first,  as  it  is  quite  unadvisahle  that 
this  case  should  be  again  sent  to  trial  on  the 
fact ;  and  we  reject  it  on  the  second,  on  the 
ground  that  the  law  was  correctly  stated  at  the 
trial.  We  refuse  the  New  Trial,  and  leave  the 
defender  to  except  to  my  direction  at  the  trial, 
which  was,  that  the  jury  were  to  take  into  con- 
sideration the  words,  and  the  whole  circumstan* 
ces  of  the  case ;  and  to  consider  whether  Mr 
Barclay  was  honestly  discharging  his  duty,  and 
only  erred  in  judgment  as  to  his  duty  ;  or 
whether  he  acted  not  from  a  fair  desire  of  do- 
ing his  duty,  but  was  induced  by  malice  to  use 
the  words  proved.  That  malice  consisted  in 
speaking  from  bad  motives,  and  that  it  may 
either  be  preconceived  or  instantaneous. 

Incompetent  on        Robcrtson  Scott. — I  movcd  ou  the  ground  of 
N^^riiO^to*      l^w  that  there  was  no  evidence,  and  we  hold  this 

S'of  the^  ^''    »  P^^°^  ^^  ^^^^'^  ^^  ^^  competent  to  tender  a  Bill 
Court  on  a  ^int  ^f  Exccptious.    The  objcctiou  is  not  to  the  suffi- 

not  suggested  at  ^        .  "^ 

the  Trial.  ciency  of  the  evidence,  but  that  there  was  wo 

1  Mur.  Rep.        evidcncc  of  malice.     In  Lord  Fife's  case,  if  a 

new  trial  had  been  refused,  a  Bill  of  Exceptions 
would  have  been  competent,  and  here  it  is  the 


182S.  THE  JURY  COURT.  539 

same.     We  rest  on  two  propositions  in  law  ;     Robertson 
Istf  That  proof  of  the  words  is  not  sufficient,    Barclay,  &c; 
as  they  cannot  prove  malice,  and  the  question    ^^^^^"'"^ 
is  put,  whether  they  were  maliciously  used  ? 
2rf,  That  in  this  case  there  are  no  circumstan- 
ces to  prove  malice  other  than  the  use  of  the 
words.     Much  has  been  said,  and  not  very  dis- 
tinctly, by  diflPerent  authorities,  on  extrinsic 
malice,  or  express  proof  of  malice,  but  all  agree 
that  there  must  be  positive  evidence,  and  that 
negative  evidence  is  not  sufficient. 

Jeffrey. — I  cannot  admit  that  in  no  case  the 
words  could  prove  malice ;  but  here  1  say  there 
were  other  circumstances, — the  defenders  had 
spoken  on  the  subject  before, — ^the  private  agent 
of  one  of  them  conducted  the  prosecution,  &c. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — Had  this  been 
moved  solely  on  the  ground  of  the  insufficiency 
of  the  evidence,  I  should  have  doubted  extreme- 
ly granting  the  rule.  This  is  an  application  to 
the  discretion  of  the  Court ;  and  when  a  case 
has  been  twice  tried,  and  the  result  the  same, 
I  would  have  said,  as  is  done  in  England,  that 
there  must  be  an  end  of  matters ;  and  the 
Court  are  tiot  to  persist  to  set  up  their  opinion 
in  opposition  to  the  jury  in  a  matter  falling 
strictly  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  jury. 
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Robertson  At  the  trial  I  Stated  what  I  consider  the  law 
Barclay,  &c.  in  this  case ;  and  that  the  jury  were  to  consider 
"^  the  expressions  usedi  and  the  circumstances, 
and  make  up  their  minds  on  the  malice.  The 
question  of  malice  is  for  the  jury,  not  the  Court ; 
and  T  do  not  see  how  it  is  possible  to  put  this 
on  record,  so  as  to  make  it  a  question  of  law. 

When  a  question  of  law  is  brought  before  us, 
on  a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  it  is  in  order  that 
the  subject  may  be  more  deliberately  consi- 
dered than  it  can  be  at  a  trial  Under  the  Sta- 
tute it  is  competent  to  tender  a  Bill  of  Excep- 
tions to  the  decision  given  on  tibe  motion  for 
a  new  trial ;  but  it  must  be  on  matter  sug- 
gefirfied  at  the  trial,  and  if  the  point  now  insisted 
on  was  not  stated  at  the  trial,  it  cannot  be  rais- 
ed here.  At  the  trial  in  this  case  no  objec- 
tion was  taken  to  the  opinion,  that,  in  the  cir- 
cumstances, the  malice  must  be  left  to  the  jury. 
If,  when  I  directed  that  the  malice  was  for  the 
jury,  the  exception  had  been  taken  at  the  trial, 
the  question  would  have  been  regularly  before 
us  now  i  but  this  was  not  the  exception  then 
-taken. 

When  the  exception  was  taken,  I  understood 
it  to  be  to  the  direction  which  I  have  now  read ; 
and  if  you  think  it  necessary  to  except  to  that 
direction,  then  the  facts  proved  at  the  trial  and 
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the  direction  will  appear  in  the  bill,  and  you 
may  try  if  out  of  these  you  can  draw  a  legal  ar- 
gument. To  me  it  appears  that  the  only  thing 
for  the  Court  above  is,  to  judge  of  the  law  I 
have  stated  as  applicable  to  the  facts  which  will 
apear  in  the  bill.  The  circumstances  are  for 
the  jury,  not  the  Court  j  and  the  question  of 
whether  there  must  be  proof  of  express  malice 
of  forethought,  was  not  taken  at  the  trial* 
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Mackellak 

V, 

Lambert. 


Present 
lord  chief  commissioner. 


Mackellar  V.  Lambert. 

An  action  by  a  woman  for  aliment  during  her 
separation  from  her  husband ;  for  a  third  of  his 
property  at  the  time  he  was  divorced  from  her ; 
and  for  the  board  and  education  of  one  of  his 
children. 


1828, 
May  28. 


Finding  for  the 
pursuer,  on  a 
claim  by  a  mar- 
ried woman  for 
aliment,  &c* 


Defence.— The  pursuer  deserted  the  de- 
fender's family,  and  refused  to  return.  She 
did  not  pay  for  tlie  support  and  education  of 
the  child.  The  defender,  instead  of  having 
property,  is  in  debt. 
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Mac&ellar 
Lambert. 


ISSUES. 

Whether  the  pursuer  agreed  to  pay  a  certain 
sum  as  aliment,  and  failed  to  do  so  ?  Whether 
by  his  conduct  and  his  treatment  of  the  pur- 
suer he  caused  her  to  live  separate  from  him, 
and  failed  to  aliment  her?  Whether  she  ali* 
mented  the  son,  and  whether  the  defender 
failed  to  pay  ?  Whether  he,  at  the  date  of  the 
divorce,  was  indebted  in  L.  700  as  a  third  of 
goods  in  communion  and  as  terce  ?  Or,  whe- 
ther during  the  period  of  her  absence,  the  de- 
fender required  her  to  return,  and  whether  she 
failed  ? 

jly ton. opened  for  the  pursuer,  and  stated 
the  facts  to  .be  proved :  That  though  they 
might  not  have  direct  evidence  of  the  agree- 
ment, there  was  a  receipt  in  which  the  defender 
admitted  it :  That  a  father  was  bound  to  aii* 
ment  his  child,  and  when  a  husband  is  divorced, 
the  wife  is  entitled  to  the  same  sum  as  if  he 
were  dead. 


Parol  evidence 
admitted  to 
prove  that  an 
agreement  was 
entered  into, 
though  not  ad- 
missible to  prove 
the  contents  if 
the  agreement 
was  reduced  into 
writing. 


A  witness  wqs  called  to  prove  that  the  de- 
fender had  admitted  the  agreement. 

Murray. — They  set  forth  a  letter  as  con- 
taining the  agreement,  and  the  acceptance  must 
also  have  been  in  writing. 
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Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — That  is  a 
different  objection  from  what  I  at  first  under- 
stood to  be  stated.  Had  the  agreement  been 
lost,  they  might  have  proved  what  the  defender 
said  as  to  having  entered  into  an  agreement ; 
but  if  this  was  an  agreement  by  mutual  missives 
that  alters  the  ease,  and  they  cannot  prove  the 
acceptance  by  parol,  unless  they  prove  that  the 
writing  is  lost.  But  if  they  merely  wish  to 
prove  statements  by  the  defender  as  to  separa- 
tion from  his  wife,  and  not  as  an  acceptance  of 
the  offer  in  that  letter,  it  is  competent.  (The 
witness  having  stated  a  message  with  which  she 
was  sent  to  the  defender's  mother,  his  Lordship 
said,)  We  may  take  from  the  witness  that  she 
was  sent  to  tell  his  mother  that  an  agreement 
was  entered  into  to  separate,  and  I  am  sure  the 
jury  will  have  good  sense  to  see  the  distinction 
between  proving  that  there  was  an  agreement 
to  separate,  and  proving  the  contents  of  that 
agreement. 


Mackellar 

V, 

Lambert. 


The  witness  was  then  asked  whether  she 
beard  the  defender  read  the  agreement  ? 

Murray. — They  must  prove  that  there  was 
a  written  acceptance.  The  letter  called  for  is 
not  stamped,  and  such  agreements  are  repro- 
bated by  our  law,  and  may  be  put  an  end  to  sit 
any  time. 


Acceptance  of  a 
written  offer  may 
be  established  by 
proof  of  acts  of 
the  other  party. 
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Mackellae 

V. 

Lambfiit. 


Pt/per. — There  was  no  written  acceptance, 
but  the  defender  acted  on  the  terms  of  a  letter 
sent  to  him  by  the  pursuer,  and  gave  receipts. 
We  called  for  this  letter  from  the  first,  and  if 
produced,  we  might  have  had  it  stamped.  Res 
non  sunt  integrae. 


Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — Tlie  defen- 
der insists  on  the  production  of  a  written  ac- 
ceptance, and  the  pursuer  proposes  to  prove  it 
by  facts,  acts,  and  documents,  and  this  appears 
to  me  competent.  As  the  defender  now  puts 
in  the  letter,  the  question  turns  on  the  accept- 
ance ;  and  the  pursuer  says  she  will  prove 
what  is  tantamount  to  acceptance.  That  the 
defender  being  in  possession  of  this  letter, 
granted  a  receipt  in  which  it  is  recognized,  and 
this  was  an  act  of  homologation.  The  defender 
calls  for  a  written  acceptance ;  but  if  money  is 
paid  ander  the  agreement,  and  a  receipt  granted 
recognizing  it,  is  not  that  pregnant  evidence 
that  such  an  agreement  existed,  which,  though 
dissoluble,  is  not  dissolved  ?  The  receipt  being 
in  the  handwriting  of  the  defender  is  evidence 
that  he  acted  under  the  letter. 


Incompetent  to 
ask  a  witness 
questions,  the 
answer  to  which 
will  degrade  her. 


When  a  witness  was  called,  she  was  asked 
whether  she  had  ever  been  in  Bridewell  ? 
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Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — You  may 
prove  by  other  witnesses  the  fact  that  she  was ; 
but  though  I  allow  every  latitude  in  cross-exa- 
mination, I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  you  can- 
not ask  questions  of  the  witness  to  degrade  the 
witness. 


Mackellar 


V. 


Lambert. 


The  parties  having  agreed  to  transfer  cer- 
tain depositions  from  the  process  of  divorce, 
and  to  hold  them  as  evidence,  it  was  proposed 
that  one  of  them  should  be  read,  and  reference 
was  made  to  Mr  Tait's  work  on  Evidence. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — If  this  is 
evidence  to  be  laid  before  the  jury,  it  must  be 
regularly  done  according  to  the  rules  of  the 
Court.  Depositions  can  only  be  received  where 
it  is  impossible  to  have  the  witness  present  in 
Court.  It  is  according  to  the  course  of  the 
Court  for  the  party  to  admit  facts,  and  if  the 
facts  in  the  depositions  are  admitted  I  shall 
take  them ;  but  I  can  only  take  facts  on  the 
admission  of  the  party  or  the  viva  voce  state- 
ment of  a  witness.  There  may  be  good  rea- 
sons for  a  Court  which  decides  on  depositions 
without  seeing  the  witness  transferring  them 
from  one  process  to  another ;  but  this  Court  is 
of  a  quite  different  constitution.  The  witnesses^ 
if  called,  may  be  so  cross-examined  as  totally 


Deposition  of  a 
witness  in  a 
different  cause 
as  to  the  same 
matter,  and  be- 
tween the  same 
parties,  inadmis- 
sible in  evidence 
unless  the  wiu 
ness  is  dead. 
Tait,  L.  of  Ev» 
409. 
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to  change  the  impression  of  what  they  originally 
stated.  Where  it  is  admitted  that  the  witness  is 
dead,  the  deposition  may  be  read,  provided  this 
was  a  contested  case  j  and  I  admit  this  on  the 
principle,  that  when  a  witness  died  between  a 
first  and  second  trial,  the  Judge's  notes  of  his 
evidence  are  read  at  the  second  trial,  and  this 
being  ad  idem,  appears  to  me  better  than  the 
notes. 


Murray  oipened  for  the  defender. — ^The  cha- 
racter of  the  pursuer  enters  materially  into  the 
consideration  of  the  second  issue,  though  it  may 
not  be  a  defence.  Parties  are  not  bound  by 
the  most  formal  agreement  to  separate,  and 
this,  which  was  most  informal,  was  put  an  end 
to  by  the  defender  stating  in  an  action  brought 
against  him  that  there  was  no  such  agreement, 
and  his  refusal  to  pay  was  a  revocation  of  the 
agreement.  There  is  no  evidence  of  any  pay- 
ment  by  the  mother  for  the  child ;  and  as  she 
has  not  paid  it,  the  persons  who  have,  may  claim 
it  from  the  defender,  and  our  paying  to  her 
would  not  free  us  from  that  claim. 


When  a  witness        A  witness  being  called  in  replication  by  the 

is  called  in  repli-  ,         *^ ,  *■  " 

cationonapard-   pursucr,  to  discredit  a  statement  made  by  one 
competent  for      for  the  dcfcuder,  Mr  Murray  wished  to  cross- 

the  defender  to  •        i  i  v    i 

cross-examine      examinc  hcr  on  the  wnoie  cause. 

him  on  the  whole 
case. 
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Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — When  a  wit-  Mackellar 
oess  is  called  on  the  merits,  you  may  examine  Lambert. 
him  on  the  whole  cause  ;  but  the  case  is  now 
closed  on  the  merits,  and  they  call  this  witness 
in  replication,  in  consequence  of  my  having 
stated  that  I  would  not  reject  her  after  your 
evidence,  if  it  should  be  found  necessary.  They 
call  her  to  a  particular  point,  and  am  I  to  allow 
you  to  go  into  the  whole  case  ? 

Pyper  in  reply. — The  agreement  being  clear, 
the  second  issue  becomes  of  little  importance. 
If  we  succeed,  we  are  ready  to  find  security, 
that  no  claim  shall  be  made  by  any  other  for 
maintenance  of  the  boy.  The  evidence  of  the 
amount  of  the  defender's  funds  is  not  very  clear, 
but  you  must  make  a  fair  estimate  of  the  stock, 
and  give  us  a  third  of  it. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner.— -This  is  a  case 
of  much  detail,  and  as  you  are  in  possession  of 
the  whole,  I  shall  reverse  the  order  of  the  is- 
sues, and  get  quit  of  the  superfluous  matter 
first.  On  the  fourth  issue,  the  evidence  is  ex- 
tremely vague ;  and  as  the  pursuer  is  bound  to 
make  out  her  case,  probably  the  safe  way  is  to 
find  for  the  defender,  as  the  sum  must  be  small, 

VOL.  IV.  N  n 
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Mackbllar      and  I  cannot  advise  you  to  give  a  conjectural 
t^AMBERT.       sum.     On  the  third  issue  there  is  no  doubt 

that  the  father,  and  not  the  mother,  is  bound 
to  support  the  child.  If  there  is  an  agreement 
to  live  separate,  and  no  provision  is  made  for 
the  child,  the  mother  will  have  a  claim  for  the 
time  he  lived  with  her,  or  was  maintained  at  her 
expense.  Till  he  was  sent  to  school,  he  seems 
to  have  been  supported  by  his  mother,  and  that 
the  father  took  no  charge  of  him ;  and  you  must 
apply  your  good  sense  to  the  evidence  which 
has  been*  given  as  to  the  expense  of  rearing  him 
till  he  went  to  schooL  After  he  went  there, 
the  pursuer  can  only  claim  what  she  has  paid,  as 
the  claim  by  the  master  lies  against  the  father, 
not  the  moth^.  The  second  issue  was  most 
difficult  in  proof,  but  is  of  least  importance,  as 
it  was  only  intended  to  meet  the  case  of  a  fail- 
ure on  the  agreement.  The  words  conduct  and 
treatment  are  important,  and  on  the  evidence 
there  is  matter  for  your  considendon.  The 
first  and  fifth  issues  must  be  taken  together,  and 
tbey  are  both  laid  as  wrongfully  done.  They 
rest  on  the  agreement  and  tbe  recall.  You 
must  hold  the  letter  by  the  pursuer,  and  the 
receipt  and  acts  by  the  defender  as  an  i^ree* 
ment  to  separate^  unless  they  are  done  away  by 
other  evidence.     The  evidence  given  in  proof 
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of  a  recall  by  the  defender  does  not  appear  to 
me  to  contain  any  thing  like  a  distinct  call  on 
her  to  return ;  but  if  you  think  differently,  you 
must  consider  that  he  was  at  the  time  living 
with  another  woman.  If  you  are  satisfied  that 
the  agreement  is  made  out,  then  I  state  to  you 
that  he  was  not  in  a  situation  to  cancel  the 
agreement,  as  his  house  was  not  pure. 
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V, 

Marquis  or 
Bute. 


Verdict-— For  the  pursuer  on  the  1st,  Qd, 
3d,  and  5th  issues,  dimiages  aliment  and  main- 
tenance  of  the  boy,  L.  360,  12s. — ^for  the  de- 
fender on  the  4th  issne. 


Pyper  and  A^tMiy  lor  the  Pursuer, 
</•  A.  Murray  and  Hussel,  for  the  Defender. 
(Agents,  Ayton  andGreig,  w.  s.  and  Campbell  and  Sunuidej  w.  s.) 


FBIS8ENT, 

LORD  CHIEF  COMMISSIONSR. 


CouPER  &c.  V.  Marquis  of  BuTEt 


1828. 
June  18. 


An  action  to  recover  the  arrears  of  an  annuity  !!!^°1^L* 

if  penon  was  oi 

contained  in  a  bond  for  L.100  a-year,  granted  ;;,"S;^„';^ 

by  the  late  Marquis  of  Bate  to  the  late  Revie-  g»«»p»»»»d 
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Coup£R>  &c      rend  James  Couper,  and  said  to  have  been  re- 
Marquis  of      delivered  when  the  grantee  was  insane. 

Bute. 


of  annuity,  and 
that  the  obliga- 
tion in  the  bond 
had  not  then 
been  extin- 
guished. 


Defence. — The  obligation  in  the  boiid  was 
extinguished  at  the  time  it  was  delivered  up, 
Mr  Couper  having  got  livings  in  the  English 
church  to  a  greater  amount  than  the  annuity. 


ISSUES. 

^^  It  having  been  decided  by  the  Court  of 
^*  Session,  by  interlocutor  dated  the  2Sd  day 
**  of  June  18279  that  an  unconditional  bond  of 
**  annuity,  dated  on  or  about  the  S€d  day  of 
"  November  1809,  was  granted  by  the  late 
<*  Marquis  of  Bute  to  the  late  Reverend  James 
Couper,  for  the  payment  of  L.  100  Sterling 
per  annum,  during  Mr  Couper's  life  ; — and 
it  being  admitted  that  the  said  bond  was,  pre- 
vious to  the  10th  day  of  February  1813, 
transmitted  by  the  said  James  Couper  to  the 
**  said  Marquis  of  Bute : 

**  Whether,  at  the  time  the  said  bond  was 
'*  so  transmitted,  the  said  James  Couper  was  of 
**  unsound  mind,  and  incapable  of  managing 
**  his  own  afl&irs  ?  or, 

«  Whether,  at  the  time  the  said  bond  was 
*'  so  transmitted,  the  obligation  therein  con«s 
*'  tained  had  been  extinguished  ?'' 


€€ 
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€€ 
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Robertson  opened  for  the  pursuer,  and  stat*  Coufer,  &c. 
ed  the  facts ;  and  that,  as  the  pursuers  would  Marquib  of 
prove  that  Mr  Couper  was  insane,  the  defender  ^"^^* 
must  prove  the  precise  circumstances  in  which 
the  bond  was  delivered  up,  and  that  it  was  can- 
celled. Any  understanding  or  agreement  that 
it  w^  to  be  given  up  on  Mr  C.  being  presented  Law.  337. 
to  the  livings,  is  simony,  and  void  and  nulK 


When  a  letter  from  a  commissioner,  making 
a  statement  as  to  the  conduct  of  a  witness  exa- 
mined in  his  presence,  was  tendered  in  evi- 
dence, 

Jeffrey  objects, — It  is  no  part  of  the  report, 
but  is  dated  fourteen  days  later ;  and  afler  sign- 
ing his  report  a  commissioner  is  Junctus. 

Hope,  iiSo/.-Grew.— It  was  written  at  the 
time,  and  was  transmitted  to  the  clerk  that  it 
might  be  under  the  order  of  the  Court.  The 
information  is  important ;  for  though  the  wit« 
ness  was  ours,  we  had  no  choice  as  to  who  should 
be  called. 


Facts  reladve  to 
the  conduct  of  a 
witness  while 
under  examina- 
tion on  commia- 
sion,  cannot  be 
proved  by  a  writ- 
ten communica* 
tion  from  the 
Commissioner. 


Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — The  diffi- 
culty is  to  discover  the  authority  which  a  com- 
missioner has  in  this  Court  to  do  what  is  here 
done  ;  and  this  is  an  additional  inconvenience 
of  evidence  taken  in  this  manner.     The  object 
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of  this  is  to  impeach  the  credit  of  the  witness 
by  proof  of  her  conduct  during  her  examina- 
tion ;  and  this  may  be  done  by  calling  a  wit- 
ness, or  by  taking  a  commission  to  examine 
him.  We  must  take  commissions  with  all 
their  defects  ^  but  in  this  instance^  as  it  is  a 
party  wishing  to  discredit  his  own  witness,  the 
remedy  would  have  been  not  to  call  the  wit- 
ness. I  throw  no  reflection  on  the  commis- 
sioner ;  on  the  contrary,  he  has  acted  with  pro- 
priety. When  this  note  was  communicated  to 
me,  the  impression  on  my  mind  was,  that  we 
could  not  receive  it,  and  I  have  heard  nothing 
from  the  Bar  to  alter  that  impression.  This 
is  a  matter  which  may  be  regulated  in  future, 
but  is  not  so  at  present. 


Penuria  UsHum 
arioDg  from  the 
death  of  other 
witnesses,  does 
not  render  an 
unde  admissible. 


When  Dr  Couper  was  called, 

Jeffrey. — He  is  inadmissible,  being  the 
uncle  of  the  parties  interested,  and  brother  of 
their  curator,  who  is  a  pursuer,  and  from  whom 
we  may  get  expenses.  The  deposition  of  the 
other  medical  gentlemen  may  be  read  from  the 
cognition. 

Hope^  SoU^Gen. — There  is  penuria  testU 
um^  the  two  other  medical  gentlemen  who  at- 
tended the  late  Mr  G)uper  being  dead.  The 
brother  of  the  witness  is  nominally  pursuer,  but 
the  executors  have  the  interest. 
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Lord  Chief  CoMMissioNfi{u---**The  death  Couprr,  &c. 
of  the  two  witnesses  does  not  make  out  a  /w-  MarqJis  ov 
nuriUf  but  the  reverse^  unless  it  were  established  ^^^' 
that  this  examination  is  applicable  to  a  period 
at  which  the  situation  of  Mr  Couper  was  kept  . 
private.  If  the  defimder  insisted  in  the  objec- 
tion^  it  would  be  departing  from  the  principle 
of  penuria  testium  to  admit  the  witness.  It 
is  the  same  as  a  relation  employed  in  the  ma- 
nagement of  a  man's  affairs  ;  and  this  was  de- 
cided as  to  an  important  witness  in  a  former 
case.  In  the  present  instance  they  might  have 
called  a  different  medical  adviser ;  and  though 
I  am  sorry  to  have  to  enforce  this  technical 
rule  of  the  law  of  Scotland,  I  must  administer 
that  law. 

Jeffrey  opened  for  the  defender. — The  real 
question  is,  whether  the  defender  is  due  L.100 
ai-year  up  to  the  death  of  the  late  Mr  Couper  ? 
If  we  can  make  out  that  the  late  Marquis  had 
a  right  to  demand  up  this  bond,  or  if  there 
was  a  good  reason  for  giving  it  up,  the  fact 
that  it  was  given  up  is  no  evidence  of  insani- 
ty. The  whole  conduct  of  Lord  Bute  was 
most  liberal,  and  he  gave  Mr  Couper  better 
terms  than  he  was  disposed  to  ask.  In  1813, 
he  gives  him   a  living ;   and  after  that  Mr 
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CourBB»&c.      Couper  delivers  the  bond  to   the  Marquis. 

Marquis  of      There  is  DO  evidence  of  insanity  at  the  time. 

And  after  all  Lord  Bute's  kindness,  can  you 
suppose  that  by  an  infamous  fraud  he  took  ad- 
vantage of  the  act  of  an  insane  person  ?  In 
181S,  when  the  insanity  is  undoubted,  his 
father,  in  writing  to  Lord  Bute,  does  not  even 
hint  that  the  annuity  was  due. 

On  the  second  issue  you  may  find  for  the 
defender,  even  should  you  think  Mr  Couper 
was  insane ;  for  though  a  madman  is  to  be  pro» 
tected  against  acts  injurious  to  himself,  injustice 
must  not  be  done  to  those  who  deal  with  him 
as  if  he  were  sane. 

Hope^  Sol.  Gen.  in  reply, — I  feel  anxious,  not 
from  any  doubt  on  the  evidence,  but  from  this 
having  been  pressed  asacase  of  unjust  demandon 
the  part  of  the  pursuers,  and  as  supposing  fraud 
on  the  part  of  the  late  Lord  Bute.  You  are 
to  deal  with  it  as  a  case  between  man  and  man, 
holding  the  honour  and  integrity  of  the  pur- 
suer as  high  as  that  of  the  defender,  or  any  of 
his  ancestors.  The  question  is  not  whether 
the  sum  is  due,  but  whether  Mr  Couper  was 
insane,  and  whether  the  bond  was  extinguish- 
ed. Being  proved  insane,  the  question  is, 
whether  the  defender  proved  the  bond  extin- 
guished ? 
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533. 


On  the  second  issue,  what  is  the  extinction  Coufer,  See. 

contended  for  ?     If  it  was  a  contract,  then  it  Marquis  op 

must  be  proved  by  writing  j  and  if  it  was  of  J^^^ 

the  nature  which  is  stated,  it  was  illegal.     *  ciark  »•  caUen- 

'  ®  der.    2  Mur.  Rep. 

89.    Fletcher  v.  E* 
T  /-I  i-i  Tiu-    •  of  Airiy,  Dec  16, 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — This  is  a  spe-  1692.  1  Fount 
cial  case,  not  belonging  to  this  Court,  but 
which  is  sent  by  the  Court  of  Session  for  the 
purpose  of  having  their  minds  informed  on  the 
two  questions  in  the  issues,  that  they  may  de- 
cide the  cause.  After  much  litigation  in  the 
Court  of  Session,  it  was  found  that  the  bond 
granted  by  Lord  Bute  was  unconditional,  and 
you  must  keep  this  in  mind,  especially  in  con- 
sidering the  second  issue.  We  have  nothing 
to  do  with  the  origin  of  the  transaction,  but 
simply  the  questions  in  issue.  In  ^considering 
the  insanity  of  Mr  Couper,  the  date  is  of  con- 
sequence ;  but  though  he' was  cognosced,  and 
the  verdict  finds  him  insane  from  a  particular 
date,  that  is  not  conclusive  against  the  defender, 
he  not  being  a  party  to  that  proceeding. 

His  Lordship  then  gave  a  view  of  the  evi- 
dence of  insanity  as  applicable  to  different  dates, 
and  observed,  that  at  an  early  period,  the  facts, 
though  not  conclusive,  were  to  be  taken  in  con- 
nection with  what  afterwards  occurred,  and  that, 
though  there  was  an  apparent  contradiction  as 
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COVFS&*  &c. 

V, 

MAaauis  of 

BUTE« 


to  his  8tate  at  one  period,  that  every  one  knew 
that  this  malady  did  not  show  itself  at  all  times. 

It  is  said  Lord  Bute  at  one  time  refused  to 
take  the  bond,  and  that  at  a  subsequent  period  he 
took  it,  and  that  both  the  bond  and  his  letter 
are  destroyed.  The  point  to  be  considered 
under  the  first  issue  is,  whether  Mr  Couper  was 
insane  at  the  tiine  he  transmitted  the  bond ; 
because  if  he  was  so,  then  it  was  the  act  of  an 
unsound  mind,  which  the  Court  cannot  sane- 
tion?  If  you  are  of  this  opinion  you  will 
affirm  the  issue  in  terms,  if  not,  then  you  will 
negative  it. 

On  the  second  issue,  the  obligation  was  for 
an  annuity  during  the  life  of  Mr  Couper,  and 
the  question  is,  whether  it  was  extinguished  ? 
On  this  there  is  no  direct  evidence  either  parol 
or  in  writing,  but  it  is  left  to  inference  from 
the  facts  and  circumstances,  and  it  is  on  this 
part  of  the  case  that  the  letters  relative  to  the 
terms  on  which  Mr  Couper  should  have  his 
situation  in  Ghisgow,  bear.  The  first  pro- 
posal was  for  church  preferment  in  Scotland, 
but  this  goes  o£^  and  a  new  agreement  is  en- 
tered into.  If  that  agreement  was  one  as  to 
preferment  in  the  English  church,  that  may 
account  for  its  not  spearing  on  the  face  of 
the  bond,  as  being  simoniacal  it  is  one  which 
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the  law  of  England  would  not  sanction.  It  is  Coupbb,&c. 
in  evidence  that  he  did  get  livings  to  a  great-  Marquis  of 
er  amount  than  the  annuity  secured  by  the  ^  _t^^^- 
bond,  and  if  there  was  an  understanding  of 
the  nature  I  have  mentioned,  then,  in  point  of 
moral  honesty,  it  was  properly  given  up.  But 
there  is  a  difficulty  which  I  cannot  get  over. 
There  is  not  evidence .  in  point  of  law  to  sup- 
port the  agreement,  and  if  supported,  it  is  not 
one  which  could  bear  the  light  in  a  Court  of 
justice.  If  under  the  first  issue  you  con^der 
Couper  to  be  insane,  then  the  burden  of  proof 
in  the  second  issue  rests  on  Lord  Bute ;  and  as 
he  has  not  made  out  in  point  of  fact,  except  by 
conjecture,  the  extinction  of  the  obligation  in 
the  bond,  and  ai^  that  conjecture  would  establish  ^ 

a  simoniacal  agreement  on  the  second  issue,  you 
ought  to  find  for  Coupon 

Verdict — ^That  at  the  time  the  bond  was  de- 
livered up,  James  Couper  was  of  unsound  mind, 
and  that  the  obligation  therein  contained  had 
not  then  been  extinguished. 

Hope,  SoL^Oen.  and  Robertson,  for  the  Pursuer. 

J^ey  and  FuUmrion,  for  the  Defender. 

(Ageots, «/.  G.  Hopkirky  w.  8.  and  Thomas  Ferguson^  w.  s.) 
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PHEBENT, 
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Lord  Duffus  v.  Davidson  and  Clyne. 


Finding  for  the 
defender  on  a 
question  as  to 
the  malicious  use 
of  arrestments  in 
the  hands  of  tlie 
pursuer*s  te- 
nants. 


An  action  against  a  tenant  and  bis  agent  for 
haying  maliciously  used  diligence  on  the  depen- 
dence of  another  action.^ 

Defence.-— The  arrestments  were  necessary, 
and  were  not  maliciously  used.  They  were 
not  used  by  the  defender  Clyne,  nor  was  he 
the  agent  after  Davidson  got  the  benefit  of  the 
poor's  roll. 

ISSUES. 

The  issues  contained  admissions, — that  the 
former,  action  had  been  brought  for  the  sums  of 
L.  189)  Is.  being  the  amount  of  an  account, 
and  L.  1000  as  damages,  and  that  a  verdict  had 
been  given  for  L.  159>  10s.  on  the  account,  and 
L.  30  as  damages, — that  the  expenses  were 
L.  344,  13s.  6d — and  that  Davidson  had  been 
admitted  on  the  poor's  roll.  The  questions 
then  were,  whether  Cl]rne  afler  this  conducted 
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the  cause  as  his  agent  ?  Whether,  on  two  oc« 
casions,  the  defenders  maliciously  used  arrest- 
ments in  the  hands  of  the  pursuer's  tenants  ? 

Two  schedules  were'  annexed,  the  one  con- 
taining twenty-five,  and  the  other  thirty  names 
of  tenants.  In  the  first  the  sum  in  the  arrest- 
ments laid  in  the  hands  of  each  was  L.  2000, 
and  in  the  other  L.  1000. 

Cockbum  opened  for  the  pursuer,  and  said. 
This  is  for  an  abuse  of  legal  proceedings ;  and 
though  a  party  is  entitled  fairly  to  use  arrest- 
ments for  security  of  a  debt,  it  is  a  gross  abuse 
to  arrest  L.  80,000  in  security  of  a  claim  of 
L.  1180,  and  where  only  L.  189  is  found  due. 
This  action  is  competent,  and  both  defenders 
are  civilly  responsible,  though  the  agent  is  the 
person  morally  to  blame.  The  question  is,  whe- 
ther the  [arrestments  were  maliciously  used, 
which  does  not  mean  moral  malignity,  but 
whether  they  were  used  for  the  purpose  of 
concussion,  and  the  agent  avowed  that  they 
were  ? 


Lord  Duffus 

V, 

Davidson^  &C. 


When  certain  letters  were  given  in  evidence^  Sduldbi*^ 

it  was  contended  that  the  pursuer  was  bound  i»«y "  ^ 

*-  bound  to  give 

to  produce  the  answers,  and  that  this  had  the  answer  in 
often  been  decided. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — The  coun- 
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Lojuo  DuFPcjt    sel  for  the  pursuer  are  bound  td  make  their 
JDAVID80N,  &c.    evidence  intelligible  to  the  Court  and  jury, 

but  they  are  not  bound  to  do  more  They 
bring  forward  their  case  on  their  own  view  of 
it»  and  if  the  passages  relied  on  require  ex- 
planation from  the  other  letters,  I  may  call 
for  them ;  but  if  the  evidence  is  intelligible 
in  itself,  I  cannot  require  more.  If  a  letter 
^ven  in  is  an  answer  to  another,  and  is 
not  intelligible  without  the  other,  it  has  been 
often  decided  that  the  other  must  be  given  in ; 
but  here  the  part  relied  on  is  intelligible  with* 
out  the  answer.  The  letter,  however,  being 
given  in,  you  may  read  the  whole  to  show  any 
thing  inconsistent  with  the  view  taken  by  the 
pursuer,  or  you  may  give  in  the  other  letters  as 
your  evidence. 

J^^  opened  for  the  party  in  the  original 
cause,  and  said  that  on  the  evidence  there  was 
no  pretence  for  saying  that  he  maliciously  laid 
on  the  arrestments. 

Hope,  SoL'Gen.  for  the  agent,  said.  The  two 
parties  ought  not  to  have  been  called,  as  malice 
was  the  ground  of  the  action  which  was  per* 
sonal,  and  the  other  defender  would  have  been 
a  material  witness  for  the  agent.  To  subject 
the  agent,  it  must  be  proved  that  he  gratified 
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his  malice  uqder  colour  of  professional  proceed^  ^^^^  Duppos 
ing8«  His  acting  in  a  poor  case  wheu  not  Davidson^  &e. 
agent  for  the  poor  is  of  no  consequence,  unless 
lie  did  so  to  gratify  his  malice.  If  the  arrest- 
ments were  excessive,  the  Court  would  have 
recalled  them ;  but  it  does  not  appear  in  evidence 
that  more  than  L.  166  were  arrested. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — This  ease  is 
connected  with  one  tried  here  two  years  ago^ 
and  though  the  action  is  brought  i^injst  the 
two  defenders  as  conjunctly  and  severally  liable, 
their  cases  are  totally  different.  You  may  very 
soon  relieve  your  minds  of  the  case  of  the  ori* 
ginal  party,  as  there  is  not  a  single  circumstance 
showing  malice  or  of^ression  as  to  him ;  any 
damage  that  was  done  being  done  by  the  agent 
Sar  him.  Law  does  not  infer  malice  in  this  case, 
but  it  is  a  fact  which  must  be  made  out  on  evi- 
dence. Malice  and  oppression  is  the  gist 
of  the  action,  and  it  must  be  made  out  by  the 
pursuer  that  the  acts  proceeded  from  these 
motives.  When  an  injurious  act  is  done,  law 
presumes  malice ;  but  where  there  is  a  duty  to 
perform  the  presumption  fails,  and  you  must  be 
satisfied  of  the  malice  on  the  evidence.  It  is 
said  the  malice  is  proved  by  the  sum  arrested ; 
but  though  one  sum  in  the  claim  was  liquid,  the 
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LoED  DuFFus  Other  was  not,  and  where  the  claim  was  for 
Davidson,  &c  more  than  L.  1100,  the  agent  would  not  have 
^^  done  his  duty  if  he  had  not  inserted  a  sum  suf- 
ficient to  have  covered  the  one  claimed.  The 
large  sum  arrested  did  not  mislead  the  parties, 
but  it  may  show  the  bad  consequences  of  allow- 
ing an  action  to  be  brought  for  a  random  sum. 
The  case  was  not  rested  on  the  amount  alone, 
but  other  evidence  was  called,  and  on  this  too  the 
pursuer  did  not  succeed,  as  the  arrestments  seem 
not  to  have  been  first  proposed  by  the  defender, 
but  by  an  agent  in  the  country. 

Was,  then, .  the  conduct  of  Clyne  that  of  a 
fair  and  honest  agent  to  the  other  defender,  or 
was  it  for  the  purpose  of  revenge  against  the 
pursuer?  The  proposals  made  from  time  to 
time  for  a  compromise  were  moderate,  and  there 
does  not  appear  to  me  any  desire  of  revenge. 
It  is  a  serious  charge  Jthat  is  made,  and  should 
be  clearly  made  out. 

Verdict — For  the  defender  on  the  2d  and 
Sd  issues;  and  in  respect  the  defender,  D. 
Clyne,  admits  the  first  issue,  find  for  the  pur- 
suer on  that  issue. 

Moncreiff",  Z>.  F,,  Cockbum,  and  Maitland,  for  the  Pursuers. 
Hope,  Sol,- Gen,  and  Pyper,  for  Clyne. 
Jeffrey,  More,  and  White,  for  Davidson. 
(Agents,  A.  W,  Goldie^  w.  s.  and  D.  Clyne.) 


1828.  THE  JURY  COURT.  563 


Millar 

V. 

Road  Tr. 


PRESENT, 
LORDS  CHIEF  COMMISSIONER  AND  CRINGLETIE. 


Millar  v.  Road  Trustees.  juiy  17. 

1  HIS  was  an  action  brought  against  the  road    Damages  for  in- 

f%     t  ,...,/,-  jury  caused  by 

trustees  of  the  western  district  of  the  county   the  fault  or  ne- 
of  Edinburgh^  and  their  overseer  and  watch-   Tr^tl^V 
man,  for  damages  caused  by  their  negligence. 

Defence. — There  was  no  negligence  ;  and 
the  damage  done  was  caused  by  the  gross  care- 
lessness and  illegal  conduct  of  the  pursuer. 

ISSUES. 

The  issues  contained  an  admission  that  the 
defenders  were  trustees, — that  an  alteration 
was  made  on  the  road  to  Mid-Calder, — and 
that  the  pursuer  was  a  carrier.  The  question 
was,  whether,  in  travelling  along  that  road,  the 
cart  of  the  pursuer  was  overturned  at  or  near 
the  alteration,  in  consequence  of  the  fault  or 
negligence  of  the  defenders  ? 


Before  the  issues  were  framed,  Moncreijffl 
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Millar  D.  F.  and  Jqfff'ejfi  moved  to  have  the  overseer 

Road  Tr.  and  watchman  assoilzied  from  the  action^  or  if 

ci^^II^Jrt^I^in  *^^y  w®^®  ^^*'  assoilzied,  to  have  separate  issues 

wo^dSftdedde  framed  as  to  them,  that  they  might  be  called  as 

before  die  trial,  witnesscs  for  the  trustees,  who  were  ready  to 

whether  cer-  ^ 

tain  defeDden  becomo  answerable  for  the  damages,  or  to  con- 
called,  but  grant,  sign  the  moucy. — Glassford  and  Tait  on  Evi- 
gues  as  to  them,  dcncc. — Chaplain  V.  Baillie. 
et.  436. '  Tait,  HopCy  SoU-Gen.  and  Forsyth^  on  the  other 
2*  Mur/'Rep.  Side,  contcndcd.  That  the  action  was  properly 
^^'  brought,  and  that  they  were  not  bound  to 

1  Phii]ip*8,  L.  of  take  the  trustees  as  the  sole  parties. — Phil- 
Rlj>.4i3.     "'*   lip's  1-aw  of  Ev. — Macfarlane  v.  Young. — 

The  trustees,  if  they  did  their  duty,  are  only 
liable  as  a  master  for  a  servant,  and  they  cannot 
purchase  the  evidence  of  these  men  by  agreeing 
to  relieve  them  from  the  consequences  of  their 
conduct. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — Undoubtedly 
the  principle  laid  down  by  Mr  Tait  is  conform- 
able to  the  principle  upon  which  we  act,  and  is 
the  principle  applicable  to  all  cases  tried  by  a 
jury. 

Both  the  applications  now  made  involve  a 
question  of  great  importance  to  justice ;  and  it 
is  a  serious  matter  for  the  Court,  acting  by  it- 
self, and  before  the  facts  are  proved,  to  take  a 
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step  which  will  enable  a  party  to  become  a  wit-  Millar 
ness.  This  appears  to  me  the  difBculty  in  my  Road  Tr. 
present  view  of  the  case ;  but  if,  on  the  con- 
trary, the  act  of  the  pursuer  in  calling  these 
defenders  tends  to  injustice,  it  may  be  necessary 
for  the  Court  to  interfere,  but  it  can  only  exert 
so  strong  a  power  after  minute  inquiry  and  con* 
sideration  of  all  the  consequences. 

It  appears  to  me  clear,  that  at  the  trial  the 
case  may  be  extricated.  The  grounds  of  re- 
sponsibility of  the  trustees  and  the  other  de- 
fenders  are  quite  different;  but  suppose  the 
Court  were  now  to  grant  what  is  asked,  would 
it  relieve  the  men  entirely?  It  is  clear  that 
parties  may  be  improperly  called,  but  it  is  diffi- 
cult to  decide  on  this  beforehand. 

Separate  issues  were  framed  applicable  to  the 
overseer  and  watchman,  an'd  at  the  close  of  the 
evidence  for  the  pursuer  his  counsel  consented 
to  a  verdict  being  returned  in  their  favour  upon 
the  terms  proposed  by  the  counsel  for  the  trus* 
tees. 

Forsyth  opened  for  the  pursuer,  and  said, 
That  he  was  a  man  of  good  character,  and  par- 
ticularly sober  habits :  That  the  defenders  had 
cut  down  one-half  of  the  road  four  feet  lower 
than  the  other,  and  had  not  taken  the  proper 
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R0Ai>  Tr. 

4  Geo.  IV.  c.  49. 
i  92  and  93. 


Feb.  6,  1798, 
Mor.  13189. 


precautions  for  the  safety  of  passengers,  and 
had  violated  the  statute :  That,  while  travel* 
ling  in  the  dark,  the  cart  of  the  pursuer  was 
overturned ;  and  that  the  defenders,  instead  of 
making  any  reparation,  resisted  his  chum,  and 
tried  to  injure  his  character  by  alleging  that  he 
was  drunk  and  asleep.  The  road  ought  to  be 
safe  even  for  drunk  men. — Innes  v.  Magistrates 
of  Edinburgh. 

Moncreiff'y  D.  F.  opened  for  the  trustees, 
and  said.  They  were  only  anxious  to  dischaige 
their  duty  ;  and  it  would  impede  them  in  the 
discharge  of  it  if  their  responsibility  was  to  be 
increased  by  subjecting  them  in  actions  of  this 
nature.  Improving  the  road  was  part  of  their 
duty,  and  the  public  are  bound  to  aid  them,  and 
to  take  care  when  they  know  that  an  alteration 
is  proceeding.  There  must  be  reasonable  care 
on  the  part  of  the*  public  at  all  times,  or  an 
overturn  may  take  place  every  day  on  every 
road  in  the  kingdom.  If  a  person  has  been 
drinking,  and  goes  to  sleep  on  his  cart,  or 
turns  his  back  to  the  side,  which  he  knows  to 
be  dangerous,  he  must  take  the  consequences  ; 
and  if  the  trustees  place  a  watchman,  who  finds 
it  impossible  to  raise  him  from  sleep,  can  they 
be  liable  for  the  consequences  ?  He  was  not 
driving  according  to  law.     The  trustees  could 
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not  make  reparation  witkout  admitting  that  Millar 
they  were  wrong,  as  the  pursuer  demanded  it  roai>  Ta. 
at  a  right. 

The  watehman  was  called  as  a  witness,  and    ^  f*^*^*??"*  ^y 

an  individual  at 

asked,  on  crosi^examination,  whether  he  had   a  time  when  he 

was  a  party  in 

said  to  A»  Millar  that  he  did  not  know  how  the   the  cause,  not  to 
accident  happened  ?  To  which  an  objection  was   admission  in  the 

,  cause,  after  be 

ta&en.  has  ceased  to  be 

Hope,  Sol.'Gen.'^The  trustees  have  admit-  *  ^^^^' 
ted  that  they  are  respon»ble  for  the  acts  of  this 
witness ;  and  we  wish  the  facts  so  far  as  he  was 
concerned  with  them«  I  certainly  understood 
that  under  the  agreement  this  was  to  be  com- 
petent to  me. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — ^By  the  trans^ 
action  with  the  pursuer  this  witness  was  ren^ 
dered  competent,  except  in  so  far  as  be  was 
liable  to  the  trustees,  and  they  have  released 
him.  If,  then,  he  is  freed  from  this  action, 
and  from  his  responsibility  to  the  trustees,  is 
he  not  in  the  same  situation  as  any  other  wit* 
ness  ?  This  question  is  not  put  to  try  his  truth 
as  a  witness,  but  to  get  a  fact  from  him  which 
you  eould  not  have  got  unless  he  was  a  party. 

HepCf  SoL'Oen.^^lt  would  scarcely  havo 
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Millar  been  necessary  to  say  any  thing  in  reply  had 
Road  Tr.  the  Dean  of  Faculty  not  exerted  his  ingenuity 
"*^  to  turn  to  account  statements  of  which  no  evi- 
deneeHias  been  brought.  It  is  admitted  that 
the  trustees  are  liable  for  negligence ;  and  they 
are  not  to  visit  the  effects  of  it  on  a  poor  car- 
rier, even  if  he  is  found  on  his  cart  after  a  long 
day's  work.  This  seems  a  case  where  the  trus* 
tees  have  been  misled  by  those  in  their  em- 
ployment, and  where  they  attempt  to  defend 
a  case  in  which  they  were  clearly  wrong. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — ^This  is  a 
case  arising  out  of  an  injury  done  to  a  person 
travelling  on  a  high  way,  on  which  the  trustees 
were  performing  an  operation  which  there  was 
a  right  and  obligation  to  perform,  in  so  far  as 
it  is  their  duty  to  put  the  roads  in  the  best  pos- 
sible order.  The  act  was  legitimate,  but  was 
performed  with  some  danger  to  the  passengers, 
as  the  road  was  narrowed,  and  if  carriages  had 
in  consequence  come  in  contact,  it  would  have 
given  rise  to  an  action  like  the  present. 

In  doing  such  an  act  the  trustees  are  bound 
to  the  utmost  caution,  and  to  employ  careful 
workmen  ;  but  you  are  also  to  consider  the  ob- 
ligation on  travellers,  because,  even  where  an 
obstruction  is  placed  on  a  road  contrary  to  law, 
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there  is  no  right  to  recover  damages,  unless  rea-  Millar 
sonable  care  is  taken  by  those  travelling.  Here  road  Tr. 
the  trustees,  if  they  did  not  do  what  was  neces- 
sary fully  to  protect  the  public,  at  least  took 
some  means ;  and  you  will  consider  whether 
the  other  party  has  done  what  he  was  bound  to 
do.  You  are  not  to  take  this  case  on  nice 
weighing  of  evidence,  but  on  the  great  features 
of  it— that  the  parties  were  doing  a  legal  act 
—that  they  were  bound  to  do  certain  acts  with 
a  view  to  the  safety  of  passengers — ^that  damage 
was  done  to  a  passenger — and  that  he  acted  in 
the  manner  proved. 

If  you  think  the  trustees  ought,  in  addition 
to  the  means  they  used,  to  have  put  up  a  rail, 
that  will  go  far  to  subject  them,  and  you  will 
also  consider  the  evidence  as  to  the  watchman 
not  being  sufficiently  alert. 

But  there  are  on  the  other  side  material  cir- 
cumstances for  consideration,  viz.  That  this 
was  not  the  case  of  a  common  carter,  but  a 
carrier  who  knew  the  condition  of  the  road 
— ^that  he  had  a  dog  which  might  prevent  the 
watchman  from  doing  his  duty, — and  though 
it  is  extremely  to  be  regretted  that  a  traveller 
should  suffer  in  his  person  and  pursuit,  still 
you  must  consider  the  conduct  of  the  pursuer, 
and  if  he  acted  as  a  person  ought  not  to  have 
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MiLLAu  done  in  the  prospect  of  passing  such  a  place  on 
Road  Tr.  the  road,  yoQ  cannot  find  for  him.  There  is 
no  evidence  of  his  being  intoxicated ;  but  he  is 
met  and  warned  to  take  care.  He  knew  what 
was  doing  on  the  road,  and  in  such  a  situation 
ought  he  to  have  got  on  his  cart,  and  in  a  posi- 
tion with  bis  face /rom  the  danger?  It  is  ma- 
terial for  you  to  consider  whether  he  took  rea- 
sonable care  at  a  part  c^  the  road  which  he  knew, 
and  was  warned,  was  a  dangerous  part  of  the 
road.  If  you  are  of  opinion  that  the  trustees 
did  not  take  the  proper  care,  or  that  this  was  not 
properly  watched,  and  that  the  pursuer  did 
what  others  were  likely  to  do  in  such  circum- 
stances, then  the  pursuer  will  recover  damages ; 
but  even  if  the  trustees  did  not  do  all  that 
might  and  ought  to  have  been  done,  still  if  the 
pursuer  was  deficient  in  care,  he  cannot  recover. 

Verdict  for  the  pursuer,— damages  L.  100. 

Hope,  SoUrGen*  and  Forayih,  for  the  Pursuer. 
Moncreiff,  D.  F.  Jefrey,  Cockburn,  White,  Gibson^Craig, 
(Agents,  Daniel  Fitfier  and  Andrew  Hotedeny  w.  8.) 
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PRESEHT, 
LOADS  CHIEF  COMMISSIOyEK  AKD  C&INOLETIE. 


Watt  v.  Blair.  jiS^^'a. 

This  was  an  action  against  one  of  the  survey*  Finding  for  the 

ors  appointed  by  the  Board  of  Trustees  for  Ma-  J^tSkn  wht 

nufactures,  &c.  for  having  maliciously  seized  cbusi^S^ 

two  quantities  of  lint-seed.  JJ^"^"  ^^Tfi 

the  pursuer. 

Defence. — The  defender,  in  the  discharge 
of  his  duty^  was  bound  to  institute  the  proceed- 
ings complained  of. 

ISSUES. 

**  It  being  admitted  that,  in  the  year  1808, 
*'  the  defender  was  stamp-master  in  Dundee, 
^'  and  general  surveyor  of  the  linen  manufac- 
**  ture,  under  the  board  of  trustee^s,  and  that 
**  the  pursuer  is  a  merchant  in  the  said  town ;  -— 

**  It  being  also  admitted  that,  in  the  end  of 
"  the  year  1808,  the  pursuer  purchased  two 
*'  cargoes  of  lint  or  flax  seed,  amounting  to  fif- 
**  ty-seven  lasts  or  thereby,  imported  into  the 
**  port  of  the  said  town  by  Lighton  and  Guth- 
"  rie,  merchants  there, — 
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Watt  u  Whether  on  or  about  the  8th   day  of 

**  March  1809}  the  defender,  knowing  the  said 
**  seed  to  be  good»  fresh,  and  fit  for  sowing, 
**  did  illegally,  wrongfully,  and  maliciously  seize, 
*'  or  cause  the  same  to  be  seized,  and  did  ap* 
"  ply  to  the  Sheriff  of  Forfarshire  to  have  the 
**  same  condemned,  as  unfit  for  sowing,  to  the 
*'  injury  and  damage  of  the  pursuer  ? 

"  Whether,  in  the  month  of  October  1809, 
**  the  defender  did  illegally  and  maliciously  in- 
^*  stigate  the  board  of  trustees,  or  their  officers, 
^*  to  make  a  second  seizure  of  the  said  seed ; 
«  and  whether,  in  consequence  of  the  said  in- 
<*  stigation,  the  said  seed  was  illegally  seized  by 
*'  the  said  officers  in  the  month  of  December 
"  1809}  to  the  injury  and  damage  of  the  pur- 
«•  suer?  *' 

Sandford  opened  for  the  pursuer,  and  said, 

i3Geo.i.c.2&    That  all  the  statutes  prohibited  the  sale  of  bad 

24Geo.  1I.C.3U   not  old  secd  J  and  the  quantities  seized  were 

good  though  they  were  imported  in  bulkj  which 
does  not  imply  that  it  is  bad.  This  seed  ar- 
rived in  November  and  December  1808  ;  and 
though  part  of  the  one  cargo  was  injured  the 
other  was  perfectly  safe,  and  the  defender  was 
bound  to  have  seized  it  at  that  time,  when  he 
first  saw  it,  and  not  when  the  pursuer  was  about 
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Watt 

V, 

Blair. 


to  sell  it  for  sowing.  The  defender  was  not 
satisfied  with  the  decision  of  the  SheriflP,  but  be- 
ing interested  in  the  condemnation,  from  which 
the  law  implies  malice,  he  applied  to  the  Court  2  starkie.  Law  of 
of  Justiciary.  An  agreement  was  then  entered 
into,  that  the  pursuer  should  bind  himself  to 
export  the  seed,  but  the  bond  sent  to  him  was 
not  in  terms  of  the  agreement. 

A  witness  was  asked,  on  cross-examination,    ineompetent  to 

qpIt  o  witness 

whether  the  defender  appeared  to  act  malicious-   whether  the  de- 

I     ^  fender  appeared 

iy  *  to  act  malicious- 

LoRD  Chief  Commissioner. — That  is  the   ^^* 
question  for  the  jury.   You  should  ask,,  whether 
he  appeared  to  act  with  a  view  to  his  own  inte- 
rest or  from  a  sense  of  duty  ? 

When  a  letter  from  the  defender  was  given   a  letter  written 

.  11.  .  by  the  defender 

m,  an  objection  was  taken  that  it  was  wntten   after  the  action 
after  the  action  was  brought,  to  which  it  was  an-   mitted"t!^prove' 
swered  that  malice  might  be  proved  by  expres-   ™  ^ 
sions  at  any  time. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — I  understand 
this  is  to  prove  qtw  animo  he  acted,  and  is  like 
calling  a  witness  to  prove  the  state  of  his  mind 
at  the  time. 

When  a  witness  was  called  who  had  been  ex- 
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Incompetent 
to  refresh  the 
memory  of  a 
witness  hy  read- 
ing a  deposition 
emitted  hy  him 
in  the  Inferior 
Court. 
2Mur.Rep.l32. 


amiaed  in  the  SherifiTs  Cofiirt,  it  was  proposed 
to  read  his  deposition,  or  that  he  should  be  al- 
lowed to  read  it  to  refresh  bis  memory ;  and  re- 
ference was  made  to  the  case  of  Bell  v.  Bell. 
This  was  objected  to  on  the  part  of  the  defefn- 
der. 

Lord  Chief  CoMMissiOK£R.-^It  appears 
to  me  very  dangerous  to  allow  it  to  be  read,  or 
even  for  the  witness  to  read  it,  as  it  is  quite  dif- 
ferent from  notes  taken,  or  a  letter  written  by 
him  at  the  time.  I  am  extremely  anxious  nDt 
to  reject  evidence,  but  I  am  also  extremely 
anxious  not  to  admit  what  may  not  be  evidence. 
If  a  witness  is  dead,  or  has  had  a  stroke  of  apo- 
plexy or  palsy,  and  cannot  attend,  then  his  de- 
position might  be  read ;  but  what  is  now  offer- 
ed is  taking  a  deposition  to  supply  facts  which 
the  witness  has  f<»^gotten.  The  coarse  of  this 
Court  is  to  get  viva  voce  evidence,  and  it  is 
only  m  case  of  neces^ty  that  this  is  departed 
j&om^  If  what  is  proposed  were  admitted,  a 
witness  might  be  brought  to  swear  that  he  had 
forgotten  all  the  facts,  and  then  his  deposition 
must  be  received  instead  of  his  viva  voce  evi- 
dence. This  is  quite  different  from  notte 
taken  by  a  witness  at  the  time  of  the  ti^smsae- 
tion,  as  they  remain  in  his  possession,  whereas 
this  is  in  the  hands  of  others^    Suppose  a  case 


18^. 


THE  JURY  COURT.  575 


tried  and  a  new  trial  granted,  could  my  notes  Watt 
be  read  to  supply  a  fact  which  the  witness  had  Blair. 
forgotten?  ^^"^^^ 

It  was  then  proposed  to  show  the  witness  a   a  utter  of  a 

,  Ml  -1  mercantile  house 

letter  from  a  mercantile  house,  statmg  the  cur-   not  received  as 

^  f    .  -.     ,  ,      t       , .  evidence  of  the 

rent  prices  of  lint-seed  at  a  particular  time.         current  prices  at 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — Any  authen^  written! 
tic  document,  such  as  Castanets  paper  on  stocks, 
or  the  statement  of  the  fiars  prices  of  a  county, 
might  be  used  as  evidence  ;  but  this  is  a  pri- 
vate letter  not  on  oath,  and  an  oath  is  neces- 
sary, except  in  the  case  of  a  public  document 
known  to  all  the  world. 

Another  witness  having  stated  that  perhaps 
his  deposition  would  refresh  his  memory  as  to  a  r 

fact,  the  Court  still  rejected  the  deposition,  but 
it  was  read  of  consent. 

Moncreiffj  D.  F.— The  question  for  trial  is 
not  whether  this  was  seed  fit  for  sowing,  or 
whether  all  the  subsequent  proceedings  were  re- 
gular, but  whether  the  defender,  a  public  offi- 
cer, proceeded,  contrary  to  his  opinion,  on  what 
he  knew  to  be  false,  and  from  deadly  malice 
against  the  pursuer  made  the  first  seizure  of 
this  seed.  The  statute  24  Geo.  II.  c.  31,  §  2 
and  6,  makes  it  imperative  on  the  officer  to 
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Watt  seize,  if  in  his  opinion  the  seed  is  bad  ;  and  as 
Blair.  part  of  this  is  admitted  to  be  bad,  it  lay  with 
the  pursuer  to  get  relieved  from  the  forfeiture 
of  what  was  not  so.  Sowing  seed  is  never  im- 
ported in  bulk ;  and  if  seed  is  illegaHy  import- 
ed, it  may  be  seized  at  any  time.  It  was  not 
seized  till  the  defender  heard  that  it  was  to  be 
sold  as  sowing  seed.  He  acted  by  direction 
from  his  superiors,  and  on  the  opinion  of  coun^ 
sel ;  and  was  it  ever  heard  of,  that  in  such  cir- 
cumstances a  person  was  subjected  in.  damages  ? 
The  bond  was  not  prepared  by  the  defender, 
but  by  the  board  of  trustees,  who  also  ordered 
the  second  seizure. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — It  shall  be  my 
object  to  simplify  this  case,  which  has  been 
overlaid  with  documentary  evidence,  and  in 
which  there  has  been  little  parol  evidence  ap- 
plicable to  what  appears  to  me  to  be  the  merits. 
If  I  understand  the  case,  it  will  be  better  brought 
out  by  stating  some  preliminary  points,  and  then 
referring  to  two  or  three  passages  in  the  evi- 
dence, than  by  going  through  the  detail  of  le- 
gal proceedings.  It  is  necessary  to  attend  to 
the  character  and  origin  of  the  case,  and  the  si- 
tuation of  the  person  from  whom  damages  are 
sought.     The  case  originates  in  the  provisions 
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of  an  act  of  Parliament  passed  for  the  encou*  .  Watt 
ragement  of  trade  and  manufactures,  and  for  the  Blair. 
purpose  of  encouraging  the  importation  of  good, 
and  excluding  bad  seed.  This  act  contains  a 
regulation  giving  power  to  an  officer  under  the 
Board  of  Trustees  to  seize  bad  seed ;  and  the 
exercise  of  this  power  is  to  depend  on  the  ho- 
nour and  conscience  of  the  officer.  He  must 
fairly  exercise  his  knowledge  without  malice, 
and  must  not  act  wrongfully.  You  have  heard 
the  character  of  this  officer  from  the  person 
best  qualified  to  give  it,  and  that  he  was  raised 
to  the  situation  he  held  by  his  merit. 

The  gist  of  the  first  issue  is,  that  the  defender 
knew  the  seed  to  be  good  and  fresh,  and  that 
with  this  knowledge  he  illegally,  wrongfully, 
and  maliciously  seized  it.  If  there  is  evidence 
that  he  knew  the  seed  not  to  be  good,  that  puts 
an  end  to  that  part  of  the  issue.  To  do  it 
wrongfully,  he  must  have  known  it  to  be  good } 
and  in  judging  of  this  he  must  consider  the 
whole  facts  and  circumstances  in  which  the  seed 
is  presented  to  him.  If  he  had  good  probable 
cause  to  make  the  seizure,  that  will  protect 
him }  indeed,  it  might  be  pleaded  to  afford  a 
protection,  though  malice  had  been  proved. 
But  in  the  circumstances  of  this  case  (which 
his  Lordship  stated),  is  it  clear  that  this  was 
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Watt  koowii  to  the  defender  to  be  good  seed  and  fit 
Blair.  for  sowing,  or,  on  the  contrary,  was  it  not  clear- 
ly in  that  doubtful  situation  which  rendered  it 
liable  to  seizure  ? 

On  the  malice  there  are  two  kinds  of  evi- 
dence. Malice  may  be  inferred  from  the  cir- 
cumstances, or  there  may  be  proof  of  express 
malice.  You  will  judge  of  the  temper  with 
which  the  parties  acted,  and  whether  the  con- 
duct of  the  defender  up  to,  at«  and  subsequent 
to  the  judicial  arrangement,  indicates  malice — 
whether  the  seed  was  not,  at  least,  of  a  ques- 
tionable nature-— and  whether  the  defender  did 
not  act  temperately.  You  also  have  it  in  evi- 
dence how  the  pursuer  put  an  end  to  the  agree- 
ment, and  mentioned  an  action  of  damages. 
You  will  also  consider  the  other  features  of  the 
case,  and  whether  malice  is  to  be  inferred  be- 
cause the  defender .  had  an  interest  in  the  sei- 
zure, when  you  find  him  offering  at  once  to 
give  up  any  interest  he  had  in  it.  The  Board 
of  Trustees  take  the  opinion  of  counsel,  and 
the  defender  acts  not  on  any  will  of  his  own, 
or  from  a  desire  to  aveifge  himself  or  to  pro- 
mote his  own  interest,  but  on  the  directions 
given  to  him  by  the  Board.  You  have  also 
evidence  of  his  doing  his  duty  faithfully  as  an 
officer. 
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There  was  an  attempt  to  prove  express  ma-  Watt 
lice  by  proving  statements  by  a  person  since  BlaIr. 
dead,  of  a  conversation  he  had  with  the  de- 
fender ;  and  you  have  had  a  pretty  good  spe- 
cimen of  the  fallacious  nature  of  this  evidence. 
This  is  competent  as  an  adminicle  of  evidencer 
provided  the  declaration  of  the  deceased  person 
goes  to  support  the  direct  evidence  ;  but  I  be- 
lieve no  one  will  say  that  a  case  can  be  made  to 
depend  solely  on  this  species  of  evidence,  which 
is  properly  only  an  aid  to  other  evidence.  Be- 
sides, this  differs  from  the  statement  of  a  fact 
seen  by  a  person  deceased,  as  here  it  is  proof 
of  a  declaration,  not  a  fact,  and  the  witness, 
though  intending  to  speak  the  truth,  may  have 
mistaken  the  exact  import  of  what  was  said,  and 
the  person  whose  words  are  reported  was  not 
called  on  to  collect  his  mind  under  the  sanc- 
tion of  an  oath. 

On  the  second  issue  I  have  not  b^en  able  to 
pick  up  any  evidence  which  brings  the  defen- 
der into  contact  with  the  act  done  ;  and  there 
was  direct  evidence  that  he  did  not  instigate 
the  Board,  which  puts  an  end  to  this  issue. 

I  seldom  express  my  opinion  in  the  manner 
I  have  done  here,  but  I  have  formed  a  clear 
opinion  ;  and  an  officer,  paiticularly  a  merito- 
rious one,  ought  to  be  protected. 

VOL.  IV.  p  p 
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Verdict-<-Fox  the  defender  on  both  issues. 

Jeffrey  and  Sandford,  for  tjie  Pursuer. 

Monereif,  D.  F.,  Cockburn,  and  Ivory,  for  the  Defender. 

(i^gento,  Ar9h,  Oimpqm  aod  Aiex,  Pitrtyfh.} 


f^^^'^ 


FRESEXT, 
LORDS  CHIEF  COMMISSIONER  AND  MACKENZIE. 
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Findiog  for  the 
defender  on 
question  of 
fraud,  focility. 


Grant  v.  Lauder,  fcj. 

An  action  to  reduce  a  disposition  by  the  late 
Peter  Grant,  the  father  of  the  pursuer,  in 
favour  of  David  Baird,  and  of  a  disposition  by 
Baird  in  favour  of  Lauder,  on  the  grounds  of 
fraud,  ^.  practised  by  Baird,  and  facility,  &c. 
on  the  part  of  Grant. 

Defence  for  Lauder.  * — ^Traud  in  Baird 
cannot  affect  a  bona  fide  purchaser.  At  the 
time  of  the  original  sale.  Grant  was  capable  of 
managing^  and  did  manage  his  own  affairs. 

issues. 
1st,  Whether  the  disposition  to  B^drd  was  not 

*  There  wm  no  appeaifinee  at  the  UfA  for  Baird. 
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the  deed  of  the  party  ?    2d^  Whether  he  was 
of  weak  and  facile  mind,  &c^  ? 

Maidment  4^ened  for  the  purmier,  and  iitated 
the  facts,  and  that  a  deed  obtained  by  fraud  was 
not  the  deed  of  the  party  :  That  a  person  kept 
in  a  state  of  intoxication  was  the  same  as  a  fa* 
cile  person. — Hankie  v.  Maxwell,  94l;h  Novem* 
her  1752.    Mor,  4963. 

An  objection  was  taken  to  a  question  put  as 
to  the  age  of  the  late  Mr  Grant. 

Ix)BD  Chief  CoAiHf  ssionsr. — It  is  compe* 
tent  to  prove  in  general  that  he  was  aged,  but 
if  you  are  to  prove  specifically  his  age,  you  must 
do  it  in  a  specific  manner.  If,  for  instanee, 
you  are  to  calculate  an  annuity,  you  must  prove 
the  age  with  precision. 

Hope^  SoLGen*  for  the  defender.«^On  the 
first  issue  there  is  no  evidence,  and,  therefore, 
there  must  be  a  verdict  not  only  for  Laud^  but 
Baird.  On  the  second  the  pursuer  was  bound 
to  prove  not  only  that  his  fiither  was  frequently 
intoxicated*  but  that  drink  laadehim  easily  im<- 
posed  on,  and  ready  to  part  with  his  property 
below  its  value ;  and  also  that  fraud  was  prac- 
tise on  him  to  induce  him  to  grant  this  dispo- 
sition.    None  of  these  have  been  proved. 


GftAVf 

tf. 
Lauder^  &c 


General  evidence 
admitted  that  a 
person  appeared 
aged. 
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Geant  Lord   Chief  Commissioner. — There  are 

Laudeb,  &c.    various  ways  in  which  a  deed  may  not  be  the 

deed  of  the  party,  if  it  wants  the  legal  solemni- 
tieSy  or  if  the  person  is  insane,  and  thus  has  not 
a  mind  capable  of  executing  it,  or  the  incapacity 
may  be  temporary.     In  the  present  case  the  na-  | 

ture  of  the  incapacity  insisted  in  is,  that  the 
pursuer's  father  was  so  constantly  drunk  that 
there  was  not  a  time  when  he  could  have  exe- 
cuted this  deed ;  and  it  is  essential  that  the  pur- 
suer, should  make  out  his  ca^e  clearly  to  the 
Court  and  jury,  as  this  is  to  cut  down  a  regu* 
lar  deed.  There  was  strong  evidence  of  habi- 
tual intoxication,  but  there  is  distinct  evidence 
that  it  was  not  constant ;  and  it  is  not  impossi- 
ble that  this  deed  was  executed  during  an  in- 
terval of  sobriety,  and  there  is  other  matter  bear- 
ing strongly  on  the  validity  of  the  deed.  This 
action  might  have  been  brought  seven  years 
earlier,  and  during  the  life  of  the  solicitor  who 
framed  the  deed ;  and  had  he  been  alive  he 
must  have  been  called ;  and  the  subscribing  wit- 
nesses ought  to  have  been  called. 

On  the  second  issue  there  was  no  evidence  of 
facility ;  on  the  contrary,  his  mind  was  strong ; 
and  I  cannot  tell  you  that  you  are  to  infer  fa- 
cility from  the  general  evidence  of  drinking, 
when  there  is  nothing  direct  on  the  subject. 
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As  to  the  lesion,  this  was  not  an  ordinary  <5iiant 
case  of  purchase  and  sale ;  but  the  consideration  Lauder,  &c 
given  was  an  annuity,  and  the  question  turns  on 
the  value  of  the  annuity.  To  make  out  this 
part  of  the  case,  it  would  be  necessary  to  calcu- 
late the  value  of  an  annuity  for  a  person  of  fifty- 
two  years  of  age,  and  make  some  deduction  for 
his  habit  of  intoxication ;  but  you  would  also 
have  to  consider  that  he  lived  for  two  years, 
and  did  not  die  from  the  effects  of  this  habit. 
If  you  are  of  opinion  that  he  received  an  ade* 
quate  value,  then  the  lesion  is  done  away  with, 
and  the  fraud  arising  from  the  lesion  is  also  done 
away  with. 

On  the  whole,  if  the  questions  were  as  to  the 
habits  of  this  individual,  then  the  verdict  would 
be  for  the  pursuer ;  but  the  facility,  fraud,  or 
lesion  are  not  so  made  out  as  they  ought  to  have 
been  in  such  a  case. 

Verdict—For  the  defenders  on  both. issues. 


Jeffrey  and  Maidment,  for  the  Pursuer. 
Hope,  SoL'Gen.,  and  More,  for  the  Defenders. 
{Agents,  J.  J.  Fraser,  w.  s.^  and  W*  ^  A.  G,  ^  R,  Ellit^  w.  s.) 
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^^^^  WlOHT  t>.  EWING- 

DMD«go»to^   An  action  by  the  mana^r  of  a  coal-yard  to  rc^ 
ftom  the  ma-      covei  l&is  sakffV  and  share  of  profits  under  a 

nagement  of  a 

ooai-yaid.  Written  agreement ;  and  of  dainages  for  breach 

of  that  agreement* 

D£F£NCB4-— The  defender  had  a  rights  in  the 
circumstance,  to  dismiss  his  manager  or  servant 
from  ibe  coal-^yafd..    No  salary  is  due« 

ISSU£S. 

«  Whethn:  the  pursuer  and  defender  enter- 
'^  ed  into  an  agreement,  in  terms  of  a  letter 
from  the  defender,  dated  the  S2d  day  of  June 
18^1  beii^  Now  S71  of  process  ^  and  whe- 
^*  ther  the  parties  began  to  act  under  the  said 
agreement  ? 

"  Whether,  on  or  about  the  10th  day  of  Ja- 
nuary 1826,  the  defender  wrongfully  put  an 
**  end  to  the  said  agreement,  to  the  loss,  injury, 
and  damage  of  the  pursuer  ?" 

Murray  opened  for  the  pursuer. — The  de- 
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fender  had  a  right  to  put  aa  end  to  the  con-       Wight 
tract  by  giving  nnftxte  to  the  pursuer ;  but  ia*       Ewino. 
stead  of  foUovring  this  course,  he  attempted  te    ^"-^V^^ 
dismiss  the  parsuer  as  a  servant^  aiid  be  ^ 
tained  an  old  caption  in  the  name  ef  andthe* 
person,  and  imprisoned  the  pursuer  to  try  by 
concussion  to  compel  him  to  submit.     The  ease 
was  re&rred  to  arbiters,  who  fixed  th^  sum  d«e   incompetent  to 

-      .  i  prove  at  a  trial 

to  the  pursuer.  What  took  place 

under  an  ineffec- 
tual attempt  to 

LoBD  Chief  Commissxoneiu— 1  have  alM  ^p««n«*i>e 
ways  held,  mid  the  doctrine  has  not  been  im^ 
pugned,  that  when  parties  have  entered  into  a 
compromise  which  has  not  resulted  in  a  settle- 
ment^ it  is  a  sacred  and  unmrsal  rule  not  to 
mention  what  took  place  under  that  attempt  to 
compromise. 

Murratf^F^I  admit  tlm  kw  where  theve  is   incompetent  to 

.  ^  prove  at  a  trial 

an  attempt  to  conqwomise }  but  where  the  eoni«*   the  amount  of 

•       «  1  /¥■  T  1  damases  said  to 

fnnmiise  has  taken  dfect,  I  ra«y  leave  it  to  the   havebeen  award. 
jury  to  say  whether  they  will  not  give  the  sum   arbluaJ  ****'^ 
awaorded  by  the  arbiters,  and  I  may  prove  the 
faets  by  the  counsei. 

Hopef  SoL^Gen.'^lf  the  agreemfent  tof  subu 
nut  is  good,  there  is  no  case  here* 

Lord  Chief  GoMMissioGNEit.«>-^If  the  agree- 
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ment  to  submit  is  binding,  the  pursuer  inay  en- 
force it  in  the  proper  way,  but  he  cannot  prove 
what  took  place  under  it  to  make  out  his  da- 
mages in  this  case.  How  can  what  took  place 
in  the  arbitration  be  held  an  acknowledgment 
here,  when  it  was  an  agreement  for  the  pur- 
pose of  taking  the  case  out  of  Court  ?  This 
case  must  either  go  on  in  the  manner  and  sub- 
ject to  the  rules  applicable  to  a  case  in  Court, 
and  excluding  this  evidence ;  or  if  this  is  a 
binding  agreement,  then  it  must  be  enforced 
by  an  action.  The  pursuer  must  make  his 
choice* 


Lord  Mackenzie. — I  cannot  have  any  doubt 
on  the  subject. 


Before  a  copy  is 
admitted  in  evi< 
dence,  proof 
should  be  given 
that  the  original 
is  lost. 


It  was  stated  that  part  of  the  process  had 
been  lost  while  in  the  hands  of  the  agent  for 
the  defender,  and  therefore  the  pursuer  should 
be  allowed  to  produce  a  copy  of  an  agreement. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — The  Court 
will  assist  the  party,  but  some  evidence  should 
be  given  as  to  the  document  said  to  be  lost. 
What  has  taken  place  here,  and  the  liability  of 
original  papers  to  be  worn  out,  shows  the  pro- 
priety of  all  originals  remaining  at  the  office, 
and  only  copies  being  given  to  the  parties. 
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When   the   former  agent  of  the  defender 
was  asked  whether  the  defender  had  given  an 
obligation  to  the  person  at  whose  instance  the    xhe'^ri^ 
pursuer  was  incarcerated,  he  submitted  to  the   ^und°nouodL^ 
Court  whether  he  ought  to  answer  the  ques-   ^f^j^'^"?^?'^^ 
tions  put  to  him. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — The  dissolu- 
tion of  the  connection  between  the  party  and 
agent  does  not  dissolve  the  obligation  to  se- 
crecy. The  agent,  however,  is  subject  to  ex- 
amination, and  it  frequently  happens  that  it  is 
impossible  to  prevent  the  evil  arising  from  the 
refusal  to  answer  a  question ;  but  when  it  is 
in  my  power  I  will  prevent  it,  and  the  question 
now  proposed  is  incompetent,  as  the  witness 
was  the  agent  of  the  party. 


It  was  then  proposed  to  ask  as  to  the  incar- 
ceration, and  whether  the  witness  was  also 
agent  for  the  person  holding  the  diligence. 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner. — The  objec- 
tion is  the  same  here  i  for  though  the  questions 
may  be  competent  in  the  abstract,  they  tend 
to  nothing  unless  connected  with  the  defender, 
and  whenever  you  connect  them  with  him  the  ob- 
jection of  confidence  arises.  While  you  keep 
the  questions  separate  from  this  cause  they 
are  competent,  but  as  soon  as  you  connect  them 
with  it,  they  are  incompetent. 


A  question, 
though  compe- 
teut  in  itself, 
held  inadmissible 
in  the  circum- 
stances in  which 
it  was  put. 
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CiraHnstanees  m 
which  it  was 
found  oompetent 
to  prove  the 
terras  en  which 
a  messenger  of- 
fered to  liberate 
his  prisoner. 


Oae  of  the  eoncurrents  of  the  niesseiiget  was 
calledi  and  desired  to  state  apoin  what  terms 
tbe  messenger  offered  to  liberate  the  pursuer* 

Lord  Chi£f  CoMMissiONER^-^At  first  I 
doubted  whether  it  was  sufficiently  made  out 
that  the  messenger  was  agent  for  the  defendei^ 
Bitt^  on  the  whole  circumstances^  wUcb  are 
such  as  seldom  occur,  I  think  we  must  allow 
the  questiim,  for  it  is  proved  that  the  mess^- 
ger  was  sent  to  the  defender.  He  is  then  setit 
to  search  for  es^tiomr  ^nd  the  defender  is  at 
the  spot  to  see  the  pursuer  incarcerated.  On 
the  whole  res  ge»ta,  I  think  it  competent  to 
ask  the  terms  on  whieb  the  pursuer  might  have 
beai  liberated. 


Hope,  Sol.-Gen.  opened  for  the  defender.— 
Tbe  case  has  been  k>ng,  but  the  evidenee  does 
not  bear  on  the  real  question,  which  is*  not  a 
general  claim  for  damages,  but  foir  acttiai)  loss 
said  to  baye  been  sustained.  Tim  person  eame 
to  the  defender  with  fraudulent  calculations,  to 
induce  him  to  commence  the  ixodettaking,  and 
when  bis  conduct  in  the  managemeitt  wai^  dis^ 
co¥^ed  he  was  turned  off.  The  tight  to  turn 
off  is  clear,  and  it  was  so  found  bf  the  Sheriff ; 
and  if  we  prove  him  fnmdulent,  and  that  he 
cl^ated  the  pubUe,  bis  elaim  £ov  rt^iiMiiefation 
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h  clearly  cut  off.  Insteitd  of  making^  tliia^  claim 
the  pursuer  kept  forcible  possession  of  the 
yard  ;  and  as  no  profit  was  made^  bis  claims  oti 
tlfis^  bead  are  also  cut  off* 

MofH:reifft  D^  ^m  in  reply,  The  stibstance 
and  marrow  of  the  issue  is,  wbetber  this  con- 
tract was  not  wrongfully  broken  ?  and  all  our 
evidence  wai^  pertinent  to  that  question.  The 
pursuer  was  not  a  servant,  but  a  partner*  The 
defender  was  to  advance  money,  and  the  pur« 
suer  his  labour  and  skilL  The  contract  was 
for  seven  years,  and  it  is  admitted  that  the  de^ 
fender  broke  it.  Even  if  this  were  a  contract 
of  service,  there  has  been  no  fact  stated  justify- 
ing the  turning  the  pursuer  off,  and  the  Sheriff, 
when  be  fiiMk  the  right  ol  the  defender,  reserres 
the  daim  of  the  pursuer.  There  not  being 
^y  profit  n  omisg  to»  the  mismanagement  of 
the  defender. 

Load  Chief  CoMiifisaroKEn.-~This.is  an  ac^ 
tio»  of  damages  for  having  put  an  end  to  an 
agreeiineilty  which  is  one  of  an  anomalous  na^ 
ture#  In  one  part  it  appears  to  be  a  con- 
tract of  hiring  and  service ;  in  another,,  a  eon* 
tract  of  partnership.  All  the  first  part  relates 
to  employment,  but  the  latter  is  something 
more.    There  were  originally  three  parties  to 
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Wight       this  Contract,  which  was  to  last  for  seven  years. 
Swing.       and  after  the  stock  was  purchased,  it  was  in  a 
certain  way  to  become  the  property  of  the 
three.      If  the  event  contemplated  had  hap- 
pened, of  the  half  of  the  profits  being  equal  to 
the  sum  advanced,  then  this  would  have  been 
a  partnership.     There  is  no  provision  in  the 
contract  for  dismissal,  but  if  the  defender  wish- 
ed to  withdraw,  he  was  to  give  six  months  no- 
tice*    But  it  is  not  necessary  to  go  minutely 
into  the  meaning  of  the  paper,  as  facts  and 
circumstances  show  the  situation  of  the  pursuer. 
If  this  is  a  contract  of  service,  then  under 
that  contract  the  master  may  dismiss  his  ser- 
vant, if  he  thinks  it  necessary,  but  the  question 
of  whether  he  is  liable  in  damages  remains. 
If  it  is  a  contract  of  copartnership,  and  one  of 
the  partners  is  likely  to  ruin  the  other,  he  may, 
though  it  is  more  desirable  to  proceed  at  law, 
put  an  end  to  the  contract,  and  take  his  chance 
that  no  damages  will  be  given.     In  the  present 
case,  whatever  was  the  degree  of  acquaintance 
of  these  parties,  they  entered  into  this  contract, 
and  went  on  for  a  certain  time,  till  something 
occurred  which  made  the  defender  wish  to  get 
quit  of  the  pursuer ;  he  then  wrote  the  letter 
which  he  was  entitled  to  do,  and  which  may 
be  held  a  notice  under  the  contract.      He 
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also  has  recourse  to  legal  proceedings  before 
the  Sheriff,  but  before  any  decree  is  pronoun- 
ced,  uses  means  to  find  out  some  one  who  has 
diligence  against  the  pursuef,  and  arrests  and 
imprisons  him  under  that  diligence.  As  soon  as 
the  pursuer  is  incarcerated,  he  breaks  up  the  esta- 
blishment, and  removes  and  sells  the  horses, 
&c.     Nothing  was  done   on   a  decree  which 
the  Sheriff  had  pronounced  in  the  case  before  the 
sale,  as  the  object  was  previously  obtained  ;  and 
the  question  now  comes  for  your  decision  on  the 
damages.     The  question  is  not  one  of  violence, 
but  all  the  acts  are  to  be  taken  as  evidence  of 
breaking  the  agreement }  and  the  question  is 
whether  that  was  done  wrongfully  ?     Whether 
this  is  a  contract  of  service,  or  partnership,  or 
one  of  a  peculiar  nature ;  the  true  point  for  con- 
sideration  is,  whether  the  defender  was  justified 
in  saving  himself  from  an  injury  likely  to  arise 
to  him  ?     You  must  consider  whether  a  justi- 
fication of  what  was  done  is  made  out,  for  it 
may  be  made  out  j  and  whether  the  facts  on 
which  the  case  is  now  rested  were  known  to 
the  defender  at  the  time  he  dissolved  the  agree- 
ment. 

The  accusations  of  the  pursuer  drinking,  of 

his  absence  from  the  yard,  his  dilatoriness  in 
the  morning,  the  debts  due  by  him,  and  his  re- 
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In  the  prepara- 
tion of  a  case, 
has  tlie  Jury 
Court  power  to 
decide  that  a  do- 
cument must  be 
stamped? 


previous  expenses  is  one  to  which  I  can  never 
accede.  Indeed,  I  doubt  if,  in  the  preparation 
of  a  cause,  we  could  make  an  order  that  a  do-> 
cument  must  be  stamped,  as  that  would  be  de- 
ciding a  point  of  revenue  law ;  at  least  some 
case  must  be  made  out,  showing  that  our  doing 
so  is  essential  to  justice,  otherwise  this  is  a  mat- 
ter not  for  us,  but  the  Court  of  Session.  There 
is  a  time  when  this  Court  has  the  power  of  de- 
ciding, and  when  the  party  may  carry  the  de- 
cision to  the  last  resort,  and  I  see  no  detri- 
ment in  allowing  it  to  remain  for  decision  at 
that  period.  If  the  document  had  remained 
unstamped  till  the  trial,  and  had  been  rejected 
on  that  ground,  then  the  party  must  have  lost 
his  cause,  but  at  this  period  there  is  nothing 
requiring  us  to  interfere ;  but,  on  the  contrary, 
many  things  which  render  the  interference  in- 
expedient. 

As  to  the  claim  by  the  pursuer^  it  can  only 
be  for  the  attendance  of  counsel  and  agent, 
when  the  orders  were  made  for  revising  the 
paper  of  the  defender.  I  regret  that  there  is 
not  a  fixed  time  after  which  a  party  cannot 
amend,  but  I  am  so  anxious  that  every  case  and 
every  issue  should  be  as  well  prepared  as  pos- 
sible, that  amendments  have  been  allowed  to  all 
parties,  but  the  party  making  the  amendment 
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should  be  subjected  in  the  expense,  as  the 
averments  should  have  been  perfect  at  first. 
Whether  the  defender  is  to  pay  for  these 
amendments,  depends  in  some  degree  on  the 
nature  of  the  agreement,  which  is  either  a 
partnership  or  for  service.  It  is  only  in  the 
first  point  of  view  that  1  conceive  the  justifi- 
cation to  apply.  This  plea  must  not  only  be 
stated  with  precision,  to  enable  the  pursuer 
to  meet  it,  but  must  be  such  as  will  defend  a 
dissolution  of  the  partnership.  Even  by  the 
last  amendment,  the  averment  is  not  such  as 
would  justify  a  dissolution.  But  it  is  said  that 
this  was  an  agreement  for  service,  and  that  law 
has  said  it  is  not  to  be  dissolved  without  reason ; 
but  law  has  not  said  that  you  may  not  prove 
sufficient  reason  under  the  term  **  wrongful," 
by  proving  such  conduct  as  renders  it  unsafe  to 
continue  the  service.  As  at  present  advised,  I 
think  this  evidence  would  be  competent  with- 
out a  justification,  and  that  it  may  be  proved 
without  an  issue,  but  it  is  a  matter  requiring 
much  consideration,  whether  in  such  a  case  we 
should  clog  the  record  with  an  issue.  As  this 
is  the  first  instance  of  such  a  defence  by  a  mas- 
ter against  his  servant,  I  shall  not  at  present 
decide  whether  an  issue  is  necessary,  but  look 
into  the  averments  minutely. 
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CASES  TRI£D  IN  THE  JURY  COURT.   (March  4.) 

The  pursuer  having  beea  found  entitled  to 
the  expense  caused  by  the  alteration  of  th^ 
pleadings,  an  account  was  given  in.  When 
the  case  was  again  brought  before  the  Court, 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner.-— This  account 
is  not  in  such  a  state  that  the  Court  can  pos- 
sibly deal  with  it.  The  amount  is  L.  69»  which 
is  far  beyond  what  in  law  the  party  is  entitled 
to.  The  Court  only  intended  to  give  the  ex* 
pense  of  the  amendments. 


INDEX. 


A. 
ACCOUNT. 
A  party  foand  liable  in  payment 
of  an  account,        -  192,  478 

ACQUIESCENCE. 

A  person  receiving  and  using  bad 
goods  without  objection  is  liable 
for  the  price,        -         -         478 

Acquiescence  in  a  nuisance,  149, 307 

ADJOURNMENT. 
Of  a  trial  on  account  of  its  length, 

121,  441 

ADMISSION 

An  admission  by  a  party,  if  not  with 

a  view  to  a  compromise,  may  be 

proved,  -  -  218 

—  but  inadmissible  if  made  with  a 
view  to  a  compromise,  585 

—  in  a  different  cause  received,  T)ut 
•    not  held  conclusive  evidence,   100 

—  in  a  different  cause  rejected,  327 
•»-  by  an  individual  who  has  ceased 

to  be  a  party  in  the  cause,  not  to 

^    be  proved  as  an  admission  in  the 

cause,         ,         -         -         567 

AFFIDAVIT. 

A  witness  called  and  examined  who 
had  previously  given  an  affida- 
vit, -  -  114,  120 

Circumstances  in  which  the  Court  al- 
lowed affidavits  in  reply,  502 

AGENT,  LAW. 
a  A  person  inadmissible  as  a  witness 


(except  to  the  execution  of  a  deed) 
in  a  cause  arising  out  of  one  in 
which  he  acted  as  agent,  102 

b  Finding  that  a  party,  as  well  as  his 
country  agent,  had  employed  an 
agent  in  Edinburgh,        -        192 

c  A  person  employei  to  inquire  after 
witnesses  held  excluded  from  giv-* 
ing  evidence,        -         -         310 

d  Damages  found  against  a  law  agent 
for  not  obtaining  a  valid  security 
for  a  sum  of  money,        -        400 

e  —  for  misrepresenting  the  nature  of 
a  security,        -        .        .      474 

/A  law  agent  bound  not  to  disclose 
confidential  information,  587 

g  Circumstances  in  whi6h  a  messen- 
ger was  held  the  agent  of  the 
party,  -  -  588 

AGREEMENT. 

a  Finding  that  two  missives  did  not 
constitute  a  bona  fide  agreement, 

49 
b  Damages  for  breach  of  agreement^ 

73,  325,  584 

c  Damages  claimed    for   breach    of 

agreement,  -  371 

ALIMENT. 
Finding  for  the  pursuer  in  a  ques« 
tion  of  aliment,        -       -        541 

ARBITER. 
A  decision  of  an  arbiter,  that  insur- 
ers  are  liable  for  the  value  of  a  ves- 
sel, not  evidence  in  a  question  as  to 
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liability  for  the  value  of  goods  on 
boards  -         •        •         283 

Incompetent  to  prove  at  a  trial  the 
amount  of  damages  said  to  have 
been  awarded  by  an  arbiter  in  the 
case^        -        -        -        -      585 

Cases   referred  to  arbitrators,  307, 

415 
ARRESTMENT. 

Damages  claimed  for  malicious  use 
of^        -        -        -         -         558 

ASSAULT. 
Damages  for,        -  -  82 

—  claimed  for;         -         -  416 

In  an  action  for,  incompetent  to  prove 
the  pursuer  quarrelsome,  or  the 
purpose  with  which  he  approach- 
ed me  defenders,        -        84,  85 

B. 
BANKRUPT. 

Finding  that  a  creditor  had  not  pri- 
vately accepted  of  a  gratuity,   317 

In  an  action  brought  against  certain 
creditors  of  a  buikrupt,  finding  for 
the  defenders  on  a  question  whe- 

'  ther  the  trustee  and  creditors  failed 
in  the  execution  of  a  contract,  371 

BILL  OF  EXCEPTIONS 

a  Must  be  taken  to  the  decision  of  the 
Court,  not  to  the  opinion  of  an 
individual  Judge,  -  39 

b  An  interlocutor  of  the  Court  of  Ses- 
sion sustaining  an  exception,  held 
not  to  fix  how  the  ground  of  the 
excq>tion  is  to  be  proved,         244 

c  Tendered  to  the  decision  revising  a 
new  trial,  and  confirming  the  di- 
rection that  an  individual  thirled 
to  a  mill  is  not  entitled  to  leave 
it  because  the  mill  is  not  sufficient 
for  the  whole  thirl,         -         212 

d  — ^to  the  direction  as  to  the  neces- 
sity of  proving  malice  in  an  action 
far  words  uttered  at  a  meeting  of 
the  senate  of  an  university,  233, 

237 


e  —  to  the  direction  that  it  required 
a  statute  or  immemorial  usage  to 
sanction  Magistrates  in  raising  the 
rate  of  custom  in  a  market,      351 

/ —  to  the  direction  that  the  Court  of 
Session  had  fixed  a  point  raised  at 
the  trial,  -  -  189 

^  ^  to  the  direction  that  magistrates 
are  liable  for  words  used  in  judg- 
ment, if  they  spoke  maliciously,  or 
perverted  their  office  for  the  pur- 
poses of  slander,        -      537,  540 

h  On  motion  for  a  new  trial  incom- 
petent to  except  on  a  point  not 
raised  at  the  truU,  -  538 

BURGH. 

A  usage  found  in  reference  to  the  ad- 
mission of  freemen,        -  390 

—  difierent  from  the  set  of  the 
burgh  as  to  the  election  of  Ma- 
gistrates, -  -  436 

Statute  or  usage  necessary  to  entitle 
Magistrates  to  raise  the  rate  of 
custom,        -        -  348, 351 

C. 

CARRIER. 

Finding  for  the  defenders  on  a  ques- 
tion as  to  fidlure  to  deliver  a  par- 
cel, -  -  351 

Notice  restricting  the  liability  of  a 
carrier  must  be^roved  to  be  known 
to  the  pursuer,  -  353 

CHARACTER. 
Proof  of  by  the  pursuer  unnecessary 
in  an  action  for  de&mation,     196 


See  Carrier, 


COACH, 


COMMISSION. 
Circumstances  in  which  a  merchant 
in  London  was  found  entitled  both 
to  sale  and  delcrederecommimon, 

454 
See  Deposition. 
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COMPARATIO  LITERARUM. 
A  lithographic  Joe  simiie  of  hand- 
writing rejected^  -         494 

COMPOSITION. 

See  Bankrupt, 

COMPROMISE. 

See  Arbiter. 

CONDESCENDENCE. 
See  Practice,  f,  g. 

CONFIDENCE. 

A  Sheriff  bound  not  to  disclose  a  con- 
fidential communication  made  to 
him  as  to  the  character  of  an  indi- 
Tidoal^  .  -  70 

A  memorial  to  counsel,  and  his  opi- 
nion admitted  in  evidence,       182 

A  Professor  in  an  university  held 
bound  to  disclose  statements  made 
at  a  meeting  of  the  senate  of  the 
University,  -  -  225 

See  Agent,  Law,f. 

COSTS. 

Costs  follow  nominal  damages  when 
the  action  is  properly  brought,  257 

—  of  a  first  trial  given  by  the  Jury 
Court  after  the  case  had  been  in 
the  Court  of  Session  on  a  bill  of 
exceptions,  -  -  268 

—  of  opposing  an  application  for  a 
new  trial  given,  -  274 

—  refused,  of  discussions  on  preli- 
minary defence,       -        316, 377 

—  of  part  of  the  preparation  of  a 
cause  given  to  the  pursuer,  though 
the  document  on  which  the  action 
rested  was  not  stamped  at  that 
time,  -         -         -         593 

—  of  defending  an  action  given  as 
damages,        .        -        -        433 

—  given  10  each  party  in  counter- 
actions for  defamation,  507 

A  second  trial  granted,  on  payment 
of  the  costs  of  the  first,  524 


COUNSEL. 

See  C<mfidence-^Pra£tice,  t,  u,  Sfc. 

CROSS-EXAMINATION. 
Incompetent,  on  cross-examination, 
to  prove  a  fact  not  in  the  cause, 
except  to  try  the  truth  of  a  witness^ 

305 

—  to  ask  a  witness  the  contents  of  a 
letter  written  by  him,        -     327 

^  to  prove  statements  made  by  a 
witness,  unless  a  part  of  the  ret 
gesta,  ...  328 

-»  to  cross-examine  on  the  whole 
case  a  witness  called  in  replica* 
tion  on  a  particular  point,        546 
-—  to  call  on  a  witness  to  make  state-* 
ments  which  would  degrade  her, 

544 
CUSTOM. 
Finding  that  Magistrates  had  wrong- 
fully raised  the  rate  of,      -      339 
See  Usage. 

D. 

DAMAGES. 

Damages  for  using  an  interdict,      1 

-—  consequential,  not  to  be  given,   2 

—  for  mismanaging  a  farm,  6 

—  assessed  to  tenants  whose  leases 
were  reduced,        -  10, 432 

—  tenant's  profit  may  be  recovered 
as  damages,  -  -  18 

—  for  detention  of  goods  by  a  land- 
lord, -  -         -        40 

—  for  injury  to  a  dam-dike,  44 

—  for  injury  to  a  farm  by  the  over- 
flowing of  a  river,  -  57 

—  for  defamation,  66,  94,  195,  197, 

222,  236,  485,  509,  529 

—  for  breach  of  an  implied  agree- 
ment as  to  chips  of  stone,  7S 

—  for  breach  of  agreement  as  to  tim- 
ber, -  -  325 

—  for  breach  of  agreement  as  to  a 
coal-yard,       -         -         -         584 

—  for  assault  and  battery,      -      82 

—  for  injury  done  to  a  house  by  ope- 
rations on  the  adjoining  property, 

108,  130 
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DamageB  fart,  to  a  yenA,  161 

—  for  nuisance^  -  149 
— >  for  abstracted  multure^     -     800 

—  against  road  trustees  for  injury 
caused  through  their  &ult, 

216,  563 
-» nominal,  -  836, 368 

«—  against  the  masters  and  owners  of 
a  vessel  for  loss  of  com,  277 

•«»  for  having  conveyed  awav  the  su- 
periority of  lands  which  nad  been 
previously  conveyed  to  the  ances- 
tor of  the  pursuer,         -         292 
—-  for  using  an  irregular  warrant,  368 
— *  for    not   delivering    marketable 
staves,         ...         378 
— -  against  a  master  and  servant  for 
iigury  caused  by  the  negligence  of 
the  servant,         -         -  381 

*~  asainst  an  agent  for  taking  an  in* 
vfuid  security  from  a  married  wo- 
man,        ...  400 
•—  for  misrepresenting  the  nature  of 
a  security,     .        -        .        474 

—  may  be  found  subject  to  the  opi- 
nion of  the  Court  on  a  point  of 
law,  ...  204 

Claimed  for  abstracting  water  from 
a  flint  mill,  -         .  86 

— ■  —  for  detention  in  prison  after  a 
tender  of  money,        -        -     125 

—  —for  running  down  a  vessel,  161 
— — by  the  partner  of  a  company,  the 

property  of  the  company  having 
jbeen  privately  conveyed  to  another 
company,        .        .        -       180 

—  —  for  nuisance,  -  307 

—  —  against  certain  creditors  of  a 
bankrupt  for  failure  to  execute  a 
contract,  -  -  371 

—  '-^  against  a  master  and  servant 
for  causing  the  death  of  a  child, 

385 
— -  — ■  against  Magistrates  for  assault 
and  wrongous  imprisonment,   416 
■—  -—  for  malicious  use  of  arrest- 
ments, -  -  558 

—  —  for  maliciously  seizing  lint- 
seed,  -  -  571 


DEATHBED. 

See  Liege  Poustie. 

DEED. 

Finding  that  a  deed  was  destroved 
after  the  death  of  the  maker  of  it» 
without  directions  from  him^     97 

See  Facility. 

DEFAMATION. 

a  Damages  for  publishing  a  letter  to 
the  Lord  Advocate  accusing  a  pro- 
curator-fiscal of  acting  against  the 
Crown,  &c.        •  -  66 

b  —  for  accusing  a  Professor  in  a  Uni.* 
versity  of  being  unfit  for,  and 
neglecting  the  discharge  of  his 
duty,  -  -  94 

c  —  for  de&matipn  of  a  servant  in  a 
letter  to  his  master,        -         195 

(2  -«-  to  a  nephew  against  his  aunt  for 
defamation,  -  197 

f  —  to  one  professor  against  another 
for  having  accused  him  of  intend- 
ed falsehood,  -        222, 836 

J*—*  in  counter-actions  for  mutual  ac- 
cusations of  being  the  authors  of 
certain  anonymous  letters,       485 

g — against  magistrates  for  having  on 
the  bench  accused  the  pursuer  of 
having  stolen,         -         509, 589 

h  Incompetent  at  a  trial  to  put  a  new 
meaning  on  written  defamation. 

198 

DEMURRAGE. 

Demurrage  found  for  the  detention 
of  a  vessel,  -  -  385 

DEPOSITION. 

To  render  a  deposition  evidence  it 
must  be  proved  that  the  witness 
cannot  attend  the  trial,       -       68 

This  proof  not  necessary ;  if  the  wit- 
ness resides  beyond  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  Court,  878,  388 

Deposition  in  a  difierent  cause  inad- 
missible during  the  life  of  the  wit- 
ness, -  -  545 
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Evidence  admitted  at  a  trial  to  affect 
the  credit  of  a  witness  examined 
on  commission,       -        -        283 

See  Haver^— Practice,  rr,  m. 

E, 
EVIDENCE. 

a  Admitted,  of  opinion  on  matters  of 
nautical  science,  -  165 

l,^^  —  on  matters  of  medical  and 
chemical  science,       -       228, 311 

c—  of  matter  as  a  circumstance, 
though  not  as  conclusiye,  98,  100, 

-  464 

d  Is  an  admission  in  answers  to  a  pe- 
tition in  the  Court  of  Session  to  be 
received,        -        -        -        l®^ 

e  Is  an  admission  by  a  person  m  the 
management  of  a  bankrupt  estate 
evidence  aeainst  the  assignees, 

457 

fin  a  question  with  one  insurance- 
office,  evidence  admitted  of  the 
rate  charged*  by  other  offices  on  si- 
mUar  risks,  -  -  14^2 

g  Evidence  admitted  for  a  pursuer 
that  he  appeared  agitated,  but  not 
of  the  words  used  by  him,        530 

h  —  adduced  that  a  person  was  aged, 
without  proving  specifically  his  age, 

581 

s'  Rejected,  a  decision  of  an  arbiter, 
that  insurers  are  liable  for  the  value 
of  a  vessel,  not  evidence  in  a  ques- 
tion as  to  goods  on  board,        283 

k  —  that  a  person  appeared  to  act 
maliciously,         -        -  573 

I  Letter  of  a  merchant  not  evidence  of 
the  current  prices  at  the  time  it 
was  written,         -         -         575 

EVIDENCE,  PAROL, 

m  Admitted  to  prove  that  a  person  was 
a  creditor  of  a  bankrupt,  and  ac- 
cepted a  composition  of  lOs,  per 
pound  Sterling,        -        -         52 

n  — -  of  an  usage  as  to  a  matter  not 
provided  for  by  a  written  contract 
between  the  parties,         -  74 


0  —  of  the  contents  of  a  written  do- 
cument,        -         •        114,227 

p  —  of  the  date  at  which  a  soldier  was 
at  home  on  leave  of  absence,     119 

9  —  to  prove  the  system  on  which  pa- 
rish books  were  kept,       -        122 ' 

r  —  to  prove  an  agreement  to  insure 
a  vessel,  •  -  139 

9  -*  of  the  opinion  of  a  witness  as  to 
the  truth  of  certain  statements, 

^  226,240 

If  —  of  the  origin  of  a  written  agree- 
ment, -  -  379 

tt  — <  to  prove  a  sum  of  money  paid  to 
a  bank,  -  -  403 

X  —  that  a  written  agreement  was  en- 
tered into,  but  not  of  the  contents 
of  the  writing,  -  542 

y  -*  of  facts  to  establish  the  accep- 
tance of  an  ofier  made  in  writing, 

543 

z  Rejected,  of  the  meaning  of  a  clause 
in  a  lease,  -  -         3, 8 

aa  -*of  a  decision  of  the  Court  of  Ses- 
sion, -  -  70 

bb  —  of  the  contents  of  parish  books, 

122 

cc  •—  of  the  contents  of  a  letter, 

327,  438 

dd  —  that  a  witness  believed  that  cer- 
tain persons  were  in  partnership, 

354 

ee  <-^  of  the  proceedings  at  a  meeting 
of  creditors,  -  404 

jgr  —  to  prove  by  whom  a  sub-lease 
was  granted,  -  438 

gg  —  of  instructions  to  write  a  letter, 

103 

kh  **  that  the  contents  of  a  survey  of 
a  vessel  were  true,  -         165 

EVIDENCE,  WRITTEN. 

ii  Admitted,  a  judgment  in  a  different 
cause,  but  not  held  conclusive  evi- 
dence, -  -  98, 100 

kk  —  an  admission  in  a  different 
cause,  but  not  held  conclusive,  100 

//  —  a  report  by  tradesmen  sworn  to 
by  a  witness,         •         -        110 
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mm  Admitted,  a  receipt  for  pre- 
mium on  a  share  of  a  vessely  in  a 
question  as  to  a  subsequent  pro- 
mise to  insure  Uie  whole^  135 

nf»  —  a  memorial  to  counsel^  and  liis 


opinion  J 


182 


00  —  the  vahiation  of  the  stock  of  a 
mercantile  company  laid  before 
them  at  an  annual  meeting,      184 

pp  —  a  copy  of  a  letter  given  by  a 
party  against  that  party,  319 

9^—  a  burgess- ticket  retained  by  the 
clerk  of  the  burgh,  admitted  as 
evidence  that  the  person  named  in 
it  was  not  a  burgess,        -        393 

rr  —  letters  written  by  a  party  pro- 
ducing them,         -  -        238 

ss  ^  the  copy  of  the  seal  of  cause  of 
the  burojh  entered  in  the  books  of  a 


corporation^ 


391 


</  —  a  printed  list  referred  to,  but 
not  engrossed  in  an  extract  of  a 
process,  -  ^-  439 

uu  Rejected,  the  minute-book  of 
road-tinistees  as   against  a   third 


party, 


77 


»«  —  a  letter  from  a  party  as  evidence 
of  the  terms  in  which  he  complain- 
ed of  an  injury,  -  88 

i^  —  a  letter  from  one  trustee  on  a 
sequestrated  estate  as  against  his 
successor,  -  -  101 

z%  ^  the  los-book  of  a  vessel,      164 

aaa  ^  the  deposition  of  a  haver, 

144,  178,  184 

bbb  — •  a  notorial  protest,    205,  417, 

475 

ccc  —  billets  of  one  miller  against  his 
successor,  -  -  206 

ddd  -^  a  copy  of  the  Sederunt-book 
under  a  sequestration,      -       275 

eee  -—  certificate  of  a  commissioner 
as  to  the  conduct  of  a  witness  while 
under  examination,  -        551 

£gr—  a  verdict  in  a  cause  where  the 
parties  are  different,         -         13 

EXPENCES. 
See  Costs* 


P. 

FACILITY. 

On  a  question  of  fi^ciUty  finding  for 

the  pursuer,  397,  446 

—  for  the  defender,        61,  171,  580 

FAC  SIMILE. 
A  lithc^raphic  fac  simile  of  hand- 
writing rejected,  -  494 

FRAUD. 

Finding  that  letters  bearing  to  be 
missives  of  sale  did  not  constitute 
a  bonajide  transaction,        -        49 

Finding  that  a  private  conveyance  of 
the  property  of  a  company  was  not 
to  the  loss,  &c.  of  a  partner  of  the 
company,  -  -         180 

Finding  for  the  defender  on  a  ques- 
tion of  fraud,  -  580 

See  Facility,  Deed, 

FREEHOLD. 

Damages  given  for  having  conveyed 
away  the  superiority  of  lands  which 
had  previously  been  conveyed  to 
the  ancestor  of  the  pursuer,      292 

In  proving  damage  from  loss  of  a 
freehold  qualification,  competent 
to  prove  the  general  price  in  the 
county,  but  not  the  sum  paid  in 
one  instance,  -  294 

FREEMAN. 
See  Burgh. 

H. 

HAVER. 

Deposition  of,  not  evidence  of  a  fiict, 

144,  178,  184 

HOMOLOGATION. 

See  Acquiescence* 

L&  J. 
IDIOCY. 
Finding  that  a  person  was  of  un- 
sound mind,  -  549 
See  Facility. 
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INJURY. 
See  Damages, 

INSURANCE. 

Finding  that  a  private  English  in- 
surance company  had  agreed  to 
insure  a  steam  vessel  at  sea^      133 

Written  and  parol  evidence  admitted 
in  a  question  as  to  an  agreement 
to  insure  a  vessel,  135,  139 

Does  insurance  against  damage  by 
fire,  cover  damage  by  the  fall  of 
part  of  a  building  on  a  subsequent 
day^  •  -  189 

A  decision  of  an  arbiter,  that  insurers 
are  liable  fdr  the  value  of  a  vessel, 
not  evidence  in  a  question  as  to 
liability  for  the  value  of  goods  on 
board,  -  -  283 

INTERDICT, 

Damage  for  using  an  interdict,        1 

INTEREST 
Cannot  be  added  by  the  Court,  Un- 
less found  by  the  jury,        -    291 
See  Witness,  a,  b,  S^c, 

INUENDO. 
Incompetent  at  a  trial  to  put  a  mean- 
ing on  an  alleged  libel,  different 
from  the  meaning  put  in  the  issue, 

198 
ISSUES. 
Under  a  general  issue,  the  evidence 
limited  to  the  matter  in  the  con- 
descendence, -  457 
Separate  issues  as  to  defenders  not 
standing  in  the  same  situation,  6Q6 

JURY. 
A  juryman  being  taken  ill,  incompe- 
tent to  proceed  with  only  eleven, 

150 
Two  cases  tried  by  one  jury,   49,  86 

108,  485 
L. 
LAW, 
Question  of,  reserved  for  the  Court 
of  Session,  -  144 


Damages  may  be  found  subject  to 
the  opinion  of  the  Court  on  a 
point  of  law,  -  204 

Have  the  Jury  Court  power  to  decide 
before  the  trial  that  a  document 
must  be  stamped,  -  594 

LEASE. 

Held  that  the  Court  of  Session  had 
construed  a  lease,  -  3 

Incompetent  to  prove  by  parol  the 
term  of  entry  or  conditions  in  a 
lease,  -  -  8,  14 

Damagds  for  a  breach  of^        10,  432 

LEGACY. 
Finding  as  to  the  date  at  which  a 
legatee  died,  -  112,119 

LEGATEE, 
Admitted  as  a  witness  to  support  a 
deed  in  which  he  was  alleged  to 
hafe  an  interest,  -  176 

LESION. 

See  Facility. 

LETTER. 
If  a  letter  is  intelligible,  the  party 
not  bound  to  give  the  answer  in 
evidence,  «  -         559 

LETTER-BOOK. 
The  letter-book  of  a  law  agent  ad- 
mitted in  evidence  after  his  death, 

173 
LIBEL. 
See  Defamation,  a,  b,  c,  d, 

LIEGE  POUSTIE. 
Declarator  to  have  it  found  that  a 

Eerson  was  in  health  at  the  time 
e  executed  a  deed,        •         296 

LOG-BOOK. 

Not  evidence  of  the  facts  stated  in  it, 

164 
M. 
MAGISTRATE. 
Damages  claimed  against  for  assault 
and  wrongous  imprisonment,   416 
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Damages  found  against  Magistrates 
for  defamation^        -        509, 529 

A  magistrate  justified  in  taking  into 
custody,  without  a  written  warrant, 
a  person  found  in  suspicious  cir- 
cumstances, -  4S2, 437 

See  Burgh, 

MALICE. 

Malice  must  be  proved  as  a  fact  in 
an  action  against  a  magistrate  for 
de&matory  expressions  used  while 
acting  as  judge^         S15,  534,  538 

or  used  bv  a  Professor  in  the  discus- 
sion of  Dusiness  at  a  meeting  of  the 
Senatus  Academicus,         245,  249 

Malice,  a  fact  falling  within  the  ju- 
risdiction of  the  jury,  not  the 
Court,  -  -  538 

-^  must  be  proved  in  an  action  a- 
gainst  a  public  officer  for  acts  done 
m  execution  of  his  duty,  571 

4—  may  be  proved  by  a  letter  written 
after  the  action  brought,  573 

MANUFACTURE. 

A  party  having  proved  generally  his 
manu&cture  good,  competent  to 
prove  that  bad  articles  were  fur- 

.   nished  by  him  to  others,  480 

MARKET. 
Statute  or  custom  necessary  to  entitle 
magistrates  to  raise  the  rate  of  cus- 
tom, -  -  339 

MASTER  AND  SERVANT. 

Damages  i^ainst  both  for  injury  cau- 
sed by  me  n^ligence  of  the  ser- 
vant, -  -  381 

Claimed  against  both  on  the  allega- 
tion that  the  servant  by  negligence 
caused  the  death  of  a  child,      385 

Q^ere,  Whether  a  person  was  a  part- 
ner in  trade,  or  a  servant,         589 

MESSENGER. 
See  Agent,  g, 

MILL. 
Finding  ^^  ^^^  defender,  in  an  ac- 
tionfor  abstracting  water,         86 


Damages  for  abstracted  multure,  200 
Bakers  bound  to  grind  th^r  wheat 
at  a  town  mill  not  entitled  to  go 
to  another,  on  the  ground  that  the 
mill  is  not  sufficient  for  the  whole 
town,  -  -  211,215 


MISSIVE  LETTER. 

Finding  that  two  missives  did  not 

constitute  a  bonajide  transaction, 

49 
N. 
NEW  TRIAL. 
When  a  Bill  of  Exceptions  is  sus- 
tained, and  a  new  trial  granted,  it 
does  not  fix  how  the  ground  of  the 
exception  is  to  be  proved,         244 
Granted  by  the  Court  of  Session, 

118,236 
^  by  the  Jury  Court,  the  reason  stat- 
ed in  the  verdict  not  warranting 
the  sum  of  damages  given,        333 

—  •—  the  court  being  of  opinion  that 
certain  evidence  had  been  impro- 
perly left  to  the  jury,       -       411 

— -  —  on  die  ground  that  the  jury 
may  not  have  understood  the 
weight  to  be  given  to  a  r^olar 
deea,  or  the  d^ree  of  capacity  ne- 
cessary to  make  it,         -         451 

-^  "^  the  jury  having  given  a  sum  of 
damages  against  two  defenders,  the 
Court  being  of  opinion  that  they 
were  not  in  pari  delicto,     ->     522 

Hejused  by  the  Jury  Court,  the  di- 
rection at  the  trial  as  to  tenants' 
profit  being  correct,  and  the  ver- 
dict not  to  be  set  aside  on  account 
of  an  error  which  might  be  cor- 
rected by  the  Court>         -      *  18 

—  —  on  the  ground  that  the  evi- 
dence as  to  the  existence  of  a  road 
had  been  properly  left  to  the  jijury, 

35 

—  ^  the  direction  at  the  trial  being 
confirmed,  viz.  that  persons  astrio- 
ted  to  a  mill  are  not  entitled  to 
leave  it  on  the  ground  that  the 
mill  is  not  sufficient  for  the  whole 
thirl^         ...         215 

-^  —  in  a  case  of  tort,  where  the 
verdict  was  for  nominal  damages. 
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no  special  damages  having  been 
proYed^  -  -  253 

•i*  **  and  the  direction  confirmed 
that  a  magiatrate  is  protected  in 
taking  into  custody  a  person  found 
in  suspicious  circumstances^      427 

>—  •—  in  counter  actions  for  defama- 
tion, -  -         -  604 

».  ..  juries  having  twice  found  da- 
mages against  magistrates  for  ma- 
licious defamation,         -         537 

p^»  the  case  having  been  sent  to 
the  jury  on  conflicting  evidence, 

389 
NON-SUIT. 

The  Court  has  no  power  to  non-suit 
a  pursuer,        -        -         89, 409 

NOTARIES. 

Circumstances  in-  which  a  deed  sign- 
ed by  notaries  was  found  not  to  be 
the  aeed  of  the  party,       -       446 

Protest  by,  not  evidence  of  the  facts 
stated  in  it,  S05,  417,  475 

NOTICE. 
Coach  proprietors  claiming  a  restric- 
tion of  the  amount  of  damages 
under  a  notice,  must  prove  that  it 
was  known  to  tbe  pursuer^      353 

NUJSANCE. 

Damages  for,  -  -  149 

Finding  for  the  defender  in  a  ques- 
tion of  nuisance,  -  307 

Evidence  admitted  of  the  state  of  the 
works  complained  of,  subsequent 
to  the  date  of  the  action,  154 

Incompetent  to  produce  branches  cut 
in  the  neighbourhood,  to  show  the 
effects  pr^uced  on  vegetables,. 309 

— '  or  to  prove  that  the  nuisance  was 
the  cause  assigned  for  not  renting 
a  house  near  it,  -  311 

P. 
PENURIA  TESTIUM. 
The  death  of  other  witnesses  does 
not  render  an  uncle  admissible,  558 


PRACTICE. 

a  Circumstances  in  which  the  Court 
refused  to  change  the  place  of  trial, 

118,  435 

b  A  point  of  law  which  would  have 
proved  a  bar  to  a  verdict  reserved 
for  the  Court  of  Session,  144 

c  A  verdict  found  for  the  defender, 
the  pursuer  not  having  produced 
an  original  Sederunt-b^k  in  a  se- 
questration,        -  .  275 

d  After  the  Jury  is  sworn  and  proof, 
led,  incompetent  to  withdraw  it 
except  by  consent,  .         512 

e  Circumstance  in  which  a  rule  to 
show  cause  was  granted  as  matter 
ofcoiurse,  -  -         537 

AS  TO  PLEADINGS. 

/Is  a  party  en  tided  to  prove  a  fact  not 
in  his  condescendence,        -      14 

g  A  party  not  entitled  to  prove  the  loss 
of  a  ship  from  a  cause  different 
from  that  stated  in  the  condescen- 
dence, -  -  S80 

A  Or  to  adduce  evidence  not  in  the 
cause,  -  -         ,   305 

t  Is  it  competent  to  prove  matter 
which  prima  facie  is  in  favour  of 
the  party,  -  •        342 

AS  TO  PARTIES.    ' 

k  When  one  of  two  defenders  ap- 
pears; evidence  admitted  of  an  ad- 
mission by  the  other,  52,  54 

/  A  letter  of  one  trustee  on  a  seques- 
trated estate  not  received  as  evi- 
dence against  his  successor,      101 

m  Pursuers  allowed  to  prove  a  state- 
ment by  one  of  themselves,  to  ren- 
der intelligible  statements  by  the 
agent  of  the  defenders,      -      142 

n  A  party  allowed  to  prove  a  conver- 
sation, in  which  he  took  a  part  in 
explanation  of  acts  done  by  him, 

241 
0  Evidence  admitted  agamst  a  defend- 
er of  a  statement  made  in  his 
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absence^  he  haying  authorized  the 
statement,  -         -         493 

p  Circumstances  in  which  the  Court 
would  not  before  the  trial  decide 
whether  certain  defenders  bad  been 
improperly  called,  -  564 

g  Evidence  rejected,  of  an  admission 
made  in  a  different  cause,         327 

r^  or  by  a  person  who  has  ceased  to 
be  a  party  in  the  cause,  567 

s  In  damages  for  detention  of  a  crop, 
evidence  admitted  that  the  pursuer 
resisted  the  messenger  poinding  it, 

41 

AS  TO  COUNSEL. 

t  The  defender  tendering  evidence 
which  is  rejected  does  not  entitle 
the  counsel  for  the  pursuer  to  re- 
ply, .  -  -  64 

t*  The  defender  using  part  of  a  process 
not  founded  on  by  the  pursuer,  the 
counsel  for  the  pursuer  has  a  reply, 

68 

X  In  opening  a  case  a  counsel  is  not  en- 
titled to  state  what  would  appear 
from  documents  which  he  does  not 
intend  to  produce,  -  71 

y  A  document  particularly  mentioned 
by  counsel  in  opening  ought  to  be 
produced,        -        -         138,419 

z  When  evidence  of  opinion  is  given 
for  the  pursuer  after  the  evidence 
of  fact  for  the  defender,  the  coun- 
sel for  the  defender  may  observe 
on  the  evidence  so  given  for  the 


pursuer. 


165 


aa  In  opening,  counsel  ought  to  de- 
scribe, not  read  documents, 

183,  402 

bb  Two  counsel  heard  for  a  defender 
in  a  question  of  costs,      -        262 

cc  Counsel  allowed  to  state  matter  not 
in  his  condescendence,  but  a  ver- 
dict founded  on  it  would  be  set 
aside,  -  -  447 

AS  TO  JURYMEN* 

dd  One  being  taken  ill  during  a  trial, 
incompetent,  even  by  consent,  to 
proceed  with  eleven,        -        150 


AS  TO  WITNESSES. 

ee  A  witness  must  speak  to  the  exist- 
ence of  a  fact,  not  to  his  belief  or 
suspicion  of  it,    83,  476,  488^  491 

j0^Not  so  in  proving  hand- writing, 

397 

gg  —  or  in  -matters  of  science,    1 6S, 

228,  311 

hh  Witnesses  caUed  on  a  matter  of 
science,  allowed  to  hear  the  evi- 
dence of  fact  before  stating  their 
opinion,         -         -         165,  311 

fi  A  witness  examined  and  dismis- 
sed cannot  in  general  be  called  a- 
gain,  -        •         -  114 

kk  But  in  certain  circumstances  he 
may,  -  -  206 

U  Witnesses  called  in  replication^ 

122,  355,  546 

mm  A  question  to  a  witness  allowed  as 
competent.  Chough  the  answer  may 
not  be  evidence,  -  241 

nn  A  question,  though  competent  in 
itself,  held  inadmissible  in  the  cir- 
cumstances in  which  it  was  put, 

587 

00  Incompetent  to  refresh  the  memory 
of  a  witness  by  showing  him  a  de- 
position emitted  by  mm  in  the 
cause,  -  -  574 

pp  —  to  ask  whether  the  contents  of 
a  survey  are  true,  -  165 

qq  Evidence  admitted  at  the  trial  to 
affect  the  credit  of  a  witness  exa- 
mined on  commission,       -       283 

AS  TO  DOCUMENTS. 

rr  A  deposition  not  admissible  in  evi- 
dence, without  proof  that  Uie  wit- 
ness cannot  attend  the  trial,       62 

9s  —  unless  the  witness  is  beyond  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Court,  278,  328 

U  Held  that  a  party  giving  in  part  of 
a  process,  is  bound  to  give  in  the 
interlocutor  of  the  Judge,  though 
written  on  a  different  paper,      69 

uu  A  writing,  though  in  the  hands  of 
the  opposite  party,  cannot  be  call- 
ed for  at  the  trial,  but  must  be 
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produced  eight  days  before    the 
trial,  -  -  53 

XX  Writings  must  be  produced  eight 
days  berore  a  trial, 

53,114,366,320,402 

yy  Admitted,  though  not  so  produced, 

27,  116 

xz  Circumstances  in  which  the  Court 
allowed  the  import  of  documents 
to  be  stated  before  deciding  whe- 
ther they  were  evidence,  172 

aaa  The  letter-book  of  a  law-agent 
admitted  in  evidence  after  his  death, 

173 

bbb  A  process  being  given  in  can  only 
foe  held  as  evidence  where  the  facts 
are  pointedly  stated  and  admitted, 
or  denied,  •  -  193 

ccc  Circumstances  in  which  a  pursuer 
was  allowed  to  give  in  evidence 
letters  written  by  him  to  the  de- 
fender, -  -  238 

ddd  Minutes  of  meetings  of  road'trus- 
tees  in  a  district  of  a  county  held 
to  be  in  the  possession  of  the  trus- 
tees of  the  county,         -  366 

eee  Before  admitting  a  copy  of  a  writ- 
ing, the  loss  of  the  original  must 
be  proved,  -         -  586 

fffA  printed  list  referred  to  in  an  ex- 
tract of  a  process  admitted  in  evi- 
dence, -  -  439 

ggg  If  a  letter  is  intelligible,  a  party 
is  not  bound  to  produce  the  an- 
swer, -  -  559 

hhh  A  letter  written  after  the  action 
was  brought  admitted  to  prove  ma- 
lice, -  -  573 
PRESCRIPTION. 

Finding  that  a  foot-path  existed  for 
40  years,        -        -         -         25 

Interruption  of  prescription  mu^  be 
effectual  to  cut  off  the  right  of  the 
public,  -  -  35 

Prescription  or  statute  necessary  to 
warrant  a  rise  |n  the  rates  of  cus- 
tom in  a  market,  -  351 


PROFIT. 

Tenants*  profit  properly  included  in 

•damages  on  account  of  leases  being 

reduced,        -         -         -         18 

PROOF. 

See  Evidence^^Witness* 

PROTEST. 
A  protest  by  a  notary  not  evidence 
of  the  facts  stated  in  it,  205,  417, 

475 
R. 
REDUCTION. 
See  Facility — Fraud. 


RENT. 
Rent  found  not  to  be  due. 
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PROCESS. 


REPARATION. 

See  Assault'— Damages — Defamaiion* 

REPLICATION. 
Witnesses  called  in  replication,  122 

355,  546 
See  Practice,  IL 

ROAD. 
Finding  that  one  existed  for  40  years, 

25 
When  a  road  has  existed  immemo- 
rially,  it  requires  effectual  inter- 
ruption to  cut  off  the  right  of  the 
public,  -  -  35 

Finding  that  a  road  was  public,  fall- 
ing under  the  management  of  cer- 
tain trustees,  -  364 

RULE  TO  SHOW  CAUSE 
Granted  without  argument,         537 
See  New  Trial, 

8. 
SERVANT. 

See  Master  and  Servant, 

SHIP. 
Damages  claimed  for  running  down 
a  vessel,  -  -  161 


See  Practice, 
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Damages  against  the  owners  of,  for 
the  Talue  of  com  loet  on  board, 

2T7 
SLANDER. 
See  Deflunaiton* 

STAGE  COACH. 
See  Carrier' 

STAMP. 
Have  the  Jury  Court  power  to  de- 
cide before  the  trial  that  a  docu- 
ment must  be  stamped^  594 

SURPRISE. 
Is  it  surprise  to  ofSsr  eyidence  of 
matter  not  in  the  condescendence 
and  answers,  «  14«  447 

T. 
TENDER. 

SeelkmageM. 

THIRLA6E. 

See  Mia. 

TRIAL. 
See  New  Trial. 

U. 
USAGE. 
Usage  or  statute  necessary  to  entitle 
magistrates  to  raise  the  rate  of  cus- 
tom,      ...        348, 351 

—  of  a  burgh  as  to  the  admission  of 
freemen,  -  -  390 

—  found  to  exist  different  from  the 
set  of  the  burgh,  -  436 

Incompetent  to  aak  a  witness  what 
he  understood  the  former  prac- 
tice to  have  been,  -         440 

In  proving  the  practice  of  an  insur- 
ance office,  incompetent  to  give 
evidence  of  an  insulated  transac- 
tion, -  -  143 

Circumstances  in  which  a  merchant 
was  found  entitled  by  usage  to 
commission  and  del  credere  com- 
missioii,  -  -  454 

Genaral  usage  to  be  proved  before 
applying  it  to  the  particular  case, 

466 


V. 

VERDICT. 

In  one  case,  not  evidence  in  another 

where  the  parties  are  different,  13 

In  certain  drcumstanees  may  be  cor-* 

rected  by  the  Court,  18,  25 

—  Special.     The  facts  found  in  it 
must  be  conclusive,        -         345 

—  for  the  pursuer,  6,  17,  30,  48, 61, 

73,  92,  86,  96,  111,  117,  133, 
149,  161,  194,  197,  SOO,  212, 
822,  236,  248,  289,  296,  302, 
332,  371,  381,  385,  400,  4il, 
435,  450,  474,  478,  484,  500, 
516,  536,  570,  593. 

—  for  the  defender,  66, 93, 125,  130, 

180,  189,  276,  316,  384,  363, 
368,  377,  390,   424,  580,  583, 

—  partly  for  each,  9,  44,  57,  170, 

396,  549,  562, 
Special  findings,  107, 191,  351,  444, 

557 

VIEW. 

A  view  refiised  in  a  case  of  nui- 
sance, -  -  149 

W. 
WARRANT. 

Nominal  damages  for  using  an  irre- 
gular warrant,  .  368 
Circumstances  in  which  a  Magistrate 
was  held  justifiable  in  arresting 
without  a  written  warrant,  428, 

427 

WATER. 

Damages  claimed  for  diminishing  a 

miU-stream,  -         -         86 

Question  as  to  the  right  to  a  stream, 

302 
WITNESS. 
a  Admitted,  a  person  believing  him- 
self interested  in  the  cause,  46, 145 
b  —  One  of  several  road  trustees  for 
the  others,  if  not  personally  liable, 

78 
c -— A  person  having  fiir  a  special  pur- 
pose liberty  to  work  in  a  quarry 
let  to  another,  in  a  question  as  to 
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the  right  to  the  chips  of  stone,  the 
lessee  received  as  a  witness,        78 
d  —  A  person  who  has  given  an  afii- 
davit  on  the  subject  of  the  cause, 

114,  120 
e  —  The  master  and  mate  of  a  vessel 
for  the  owners  in  a  question,  whe- 
ther damage  was   caused  by  the 
fault  of  the  master  and  mariners, 

163,  166 

f A  person  to  support  a  deed  in 

which  it  was  alleged  he  had  an 

interest,        -    .    "^       "     ,,.  P^ 

«.  —  A  person  thirled  to  a  mill  m  a 

question  ofabstracted  multure,  207 

h-^A  tenant  using  a  road  to  prove 
it  a  public  road,      -        -        365 

—  The  sister  of  a  nommal  party,  365 

k  —  One  pursuer  as  a  witness  for 
others  in  a  case  of  burgh  election, 

394 

I  Rejected,  The  agent  in  an  original 

cause  in  ooe  arising  out  of  it,  ex- 

cent  as  to  the  execution  of  a  deed, 

*^  102 

m  —  A  bankrupt  in  a  question  affect- 
ing his  estate,        -        -         104 


n The  mother  and  brother  of  the 

bankrupt,  -         -  105 

o  —  A  nephew  of  a  party,  145 

j5  —  The  father  of  an  original  party, 
^  341 

n  —  An  uncle  of  a  party,  553 

f. A  person  employed  to  inquire  af- 
ter other  witnesses,  ,  -  310 
5  —  A  butcher  attending  a  market  to 
prove  that  the  custom  was  wrong- 
fully raised,  -  -  -  343 
^  —  A  derk  having  a  share  of  profits 
in  a  company,         -         373,  483 

u Incompetent  to  ask  a  witness 

questions,  the  answer  to  which  will 
degrade  her,         -         -         544 
See  Practice,  ee,ff,  S^c. 

WRITING. 
In  proving  handwriting  the  witnes- 
ses should  speak  to  their  beKef,  397 

WRONGOUS  IMPRISONMENT. 
Damages  claimed  for,         -         416 
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EDINBURGH  : 
FBINTED  BY  JOHK  STARK, 

Old  Assembly  Close 
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ERRATA. 

Page    54,  side-note,  1.  7.  delete  *'  and" 

^-^  328, 1.  2,  Jbr  was,  read  were. 

339,  transfer  the  side  note  to  the  bottom  of  page  333. 

—  446,  side-note,  and  at  the  top  of  the  page,  ^/br  March  8,  read 

March  12. 
«— -  448,  at  the  top  of  the  page,^r  March  8,  read  March  12. 

—  450, 1. 12,  insert  Verdict  for  the  pursuers. 
— —  537, 1.  6  from  the  bottom,  delete  *. 
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